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INTRODUCTION 


A - THE OBJECTIVE 

The objective of this work is to analyze the racial and religious 
composition of the Ottoman population in Europe during the 19th 
century. To achieve this objective it is essential to ascertain 
the total number of people living in the Ottoman domains in 
Europe at various periods of the 19th century, and, therefore, 


to review the provincial distribution of the population. 


The absence of a critical and comp@rative study of the issue 
has been the main reason for this work. Only a few modern his- 
torians discuss Ottoman population and those who do base their 
accounts on a limited number of works, dealing only with the 
latter half of the Sr Most historians, however, avoid 
the issue altogether. The untrustworthy nature of the figures 
and the lack of works which systematically interpret the conf- 
licting accounts seem to be responsiole for this situation. 


Otherwise, the issue is important in several ways. 


B- THE SIGNIFICANCE OF THE ISSUE 

The study of the Ottoman vopulation in the 19th century has a 
multi-sided significance. First; it might help the student in 
aopreciating better the social, and economic situation of the 
Ottoman State in the 19th century. Modern demographical research 
has provided significant correlations between various aspects 

of a society and the population movements in that society in a 


given period. 


Sedona; a vopulation study which would include also the provin- 
cial distribution might be helpful in understanding better the 
Ottoman administrative reforms of the 19th century. At the end 
of the 18th century the Ottoman State was in deplorable, if not 
chaotic situation. The state was rapidly disintegrating and the 
central government had lost control over the provinces. The 


Ottomans realized that something had to be done to bring this 


situation to an end. Beginning with Selim III, sultans and govern- 
ments struggled hard to reorganize the empire, hence the admi- 
nistrative reforms of the 19th century. It can be claimed that 


although these provincial administrative reforms did not prevent 


the fall of the state they did delay it and provided the heirs 
of the empire, especially Turkey, with a relatively skillful 


administrative class. 


Third; the racial composition of the empire might be used as an 
initial step and as a background to study the ideological history 
of the Ottomans, while it might also be helpful in studies of 

the diplomatic and administrative history of the Ottoman State 
and its heirs. "Nationalism" as an ideology in the Balkans and 
other parts of the Ottoman State had its roots in the 19th cen- 
tury. Population played an important role in the 19th century 

in the context of nationalism, since each country, in addition 

to historical rights, based its claim on the relative strength 

of the linguistic, religious and national group it demanded to 
represent. Racial claims became a significant source of ins- 
piration for Balkan revolts, as well as for diplomatic pressures 
directed against the Ottomans during this periods? AS a response 
to the "nationalism" of the Balkan peoples rose "Turkism" which 
eventually contributed to the energence of an Arab and even 
Kurdish nationalism, * Moreover, after the Ottoman mle the 

small Balkan states fell upon each other, disagreeing over the 
possession of racially heterogeneous territories such as Macedonia. 
Conflicting irrédentist claims of respective states not infre- 
quently led to diplomatic crises and armed clashes in the area, 
and nationalism remained a hot issue in the Balkans down to the 


present day.? 


Finally; a study of Ottoman population with due emphasis on the 
religious composition of the Balkan povulation of the Ottoman 
State might shed light upon the political struggles which con- 
tinued throughout the century between the Ottoman governments 


and the Western powers and Russia which supposedly strove to 


save Christians from Muslim woke: More specifically, the study 
might also help to reevaluate Abdulhamit's domestic and foreign 


policies which were marked with a strong degree of religiosity. 


The last two issues, that is the racial and religious problems 
and struggles, are closely related, and they must be elaborated 
one As an intellectual movement nationalism had its roots in 
the 19th century, but it was never adopted as an official policy 
by the Ottoman governments until the begimings of the 20th 
century, | and its influence on the domestic and international 
affairs remained indirect. Initially, the political ideals 
which guided the Ottoman statesmen during the 19th century were 


"Ottomanism" (Osmanlicilik) and "Islamism" (Islamcilik). 


Ottomanism or the equality of all subjects was the basic principle 
which motivated the "Reform" governments of the 1839-1877 veriod. 
It was a defensive program adopted in relation to the pressures 
levied by the European powers which claimed that the non-Muslim 
citizens of the Ottoman State should be accorded equal rights 
with the Muslims. The reform governments were sincere in their 
efforts and they struggled hard to pave the way for a "modern" 
country where all subjects irrespective of their religion and 

race could pledge their loyalty to the state and thus nullify 

the European interventions and save the "State" from decadence.” 
This policy failed to achieve its ultimate objectives, for among 
other reasons, the keen rivalry between the powers in manipu~ 
lating Ottoman affairs to their own advantage, made it practically 
imvossible for the Ottomans to enjoy independent action.” It 

is also presumable, however, that the Ottoman State had already 
fulfilled its role in the course of history and all efforts to 
save her were in vain” In any case, in the 19th century it 

is a fact that the non-Muslim peoples under Ottoman rule did 

not enjoy a very fortunate lot (possibly because of the replace- 
ment of the traditional ties between the ruler and the ruled by 


: : ‘ : ak 
new ways), but their lot was not any worse than that of the Muslims. 


setmrenrete ene nsstetenaenaue eee oa 


In fact, the increasingly effective protection of Western powers 
together with the gradual dragging of the Balkans into the more 
prosperous economic orbit of central and western Europe had 
created a Christian middle class leading the Balkan nationalist 


1 
movements. 


The 1839-1877 reforms provided the Christian nationalist middle 
classes with administrative roles at all levels of the govern- 
ment to the discontent of the Muslim elements. "Ottomanism" 
had served temporarily to legitimatize the political role of 
nationalistic Balkan middle classes, and it was clear that iit 
would ultimately eliminate the now superficial Ottoman rule. 
The liuslim peoples reacted to this situation on the legitrmate 
basis that the Ottoman State was essentially an Islamic spate” 
So it can be said that "Islamism" developed as a reaction to 
Ottomanism, Abdulhamit II's governments (1876-1909) sought 

to reintegrate the country mainly on an Islamic basis. ‘The 
economic and political wars were already lost, however, and not 
only the European territories but the whole empire had fallen 
under the diplomatic and economic domination of Western Europe, 
while the Christian Balkan peoples were effectively organized 
to anticipate their full independence. Abdulhamit II was barely 
able to maintain the territorial unity of the country, taking 
advantage of rivalries among the powers. In addition, Abdulha- 
mit II's repressive domestic policy had failed to eliminate his 
"Westernizer" opponents who forced him to reapply the Constitu- 


? In five years, 1908- 


tion in 1908 and then abdicate in 1909. 
1913, the constitutionalist and nationalist Westernizers were 
to see the European territories reduced to 10,882 sq. miles 


with a population of 1,891,000 inhabitants including tstanbur.?® 


Thus; statistics about the racial and religious division of the 
Ottoman population in Europe could be used as a quantitative 
basis to supplement the information about the events described 


in a very general fashion in the pages above. 


i 
r 
: 


C-THE SCOPE O# Tik ISEAL STUDY O TH OTTOMAN POPULAFION 
DURING ITS DECLINE 


It must be clear, however, that this study does not claim to 

be a complete analysis of the population of the Ottoman State 
during its decline. The issues mentioned above will find only 

a partial quantitative basis in this work, which has the modest 
objective of being a starting point for more thoroughfopulation 
studies. The ideal population analysis of the Ottoman State 
would, firstly, not exclude the Asian and African provinces, 

and secondly, would discuss the racial and religious compositions 
of the population of each province rather than those of the Eurovean 
provinces in general only. Thirdly, the ideal study would analyze 
the nature of migrations from the lost territories in order to 
understand the deeper sentiments of the peoples, that is whether 
they followed the green religious flag or the red national flag. 
We know that there was a considerable number of Muslim Slavs 

and Bulgars who migrated out of their native lands, only some 

of whom spoke Turkish but with difficulty. We also know, however, 
that many Pomaks (Muslim Bulgars) were not any less hostile to 


the Ottomans than their Christian fellow countrymen, -! 


Fourthly, the ideal study would compute annual population increase 
rates for the whole population, and for individual provinces as 
well as for major racial and religious groups, ultimately com- 
paring these rates in relation to economic and political changes. 
finally, an ideal population analysis of the Ottoman State during 
its decline would cover the period from the enthronement of Selim 
Tit in 1789 to the Laussane Treaty in 1923, dividing this period 


into reasonable sub-periods. 


However, for reasons explained below one is quickly forced to 
list oneself to the more realistic goal of depicting the racial 
and religious composition of Ottoman population only in urope. 
Although this paver will provide statistics on the provincial 
distribution of the population and on the religious distribution 


in individual provinces for some periods, it will not cover the 


ON 


Asian aud African territories nor analyze the nature of migrations 
and the provincial or racial and religious population increase 
rates. It will cover the period from 1800 to 1914 and divide 

this period into sub-periods as the data permit. The two main 
reasons of these Limitations are the nature of sources and the 
time factor. The sources are limited, and the figures are highly 
contradictory and sometimes untrustworthy. It is virtually impos- 
sible to base any detailed sensible population analysis on such 
material. It is painfully time consuming to reach reasonable 
conclusions out of whatever figures are at hand. It is necessary 


to discuss the sources in detail. 


D + SOURCind 

The sources on Ottoman population in the 19th century are 
official information provided in the works of European and 
Turkish writers, and the accounts of the 19th century writers. 
These cources can be classified as regional and general studies. 
Regional studies are occasionally used in this work. It is 
possible to enlarge the scope of the study in the future by 
making thorough use of regional accounts, but it would require 
careful deliberation of tne geozraphical data about the Ottoman 
lands and of tne changes in the administrative divisions of the 
state. In any case, many of the general studies consulted for 
this research are based on regional studies. The predominating 
number of the general studies are about the Ottoman State in 
Europe, there are only a few general accounts which provide 


relatively detailed figures about the whole state. 


The sources can also be classified according to their origin: 
(1) Travel accounts and itineraries: 

(a) Ordinary and povularized travel accounts. These are 
very biased and unreliable and at best superficial. 

(b) Serious itineraries and eyewitness accounts of Europeans 
who had spent some time in the country. It is occasionally 
possible to find valuable information in such works. The travel 


accounts of serious scholars are considered in the next section, 


(2) Scholarly works -works of historians, geographers, ethnog-~ 
raphers and statisticians. Various yearbooks, and the accounts 

of officers and diplomats are considered under this section. 

There is valuable information in these works, but. the most precious 


of them are those which rely on some sort of official data. 


(3) Confidential reports and correspondence of European officials 
in Ottoman State. Most of these reports and correspondence pro- 
vide information on the population of certain regions of the 
Ottoman State, but this information is strongly colored with 

the political viewpoint of the related power and the population 


figures are difficult to use like other regional accounts. 


(4) Official information: 

(a) Salnames, that is the official annual yearbooks of the 
Ottoman State. The earliest Salname dates from 1846 (1263). 
Salnames include invaluable information on the population of 
certain regions of the state. In the Salnames for the years 
1877 and 1878 (1294 and 1295), detailed population figures for 
the whole empire are provided. The Salnames are consulted in 
the preparation of this work in part directly and in part through 
the information supplied by eminent European scholars such as 
Ubicini, Kutschera, C. Sax and Zur Helle von Samos and others. 

(b) Historiographies. It is possible that there is infor- 
mation about the population of the country in the accounts of 
the official Ottoman historians, Tarih-i Liitfi (Liitfi's History), 
for one, does provide some population figures. The related pas- 
sages of Tarih-i Liitfi are quoted in EB. Z. Karal's works. Other 
official histories are not consulted in preparing this work. 

(c) Journal de Constantinople. Ubicini'ts writings make clear 
that several issues of the Journal de Constantinople included 
seni-official information on the population of the Ottoman State. 
This information is provided in Ubicini's and other writers! works. 

(d) La Turquie A l'exposition universelle de 1867, (Paris, 
1857). In the year 1867, Salaheddin Bey, a high Ottoman official 


of the Ministry of Finance, edited this semi-official work. Its 


section about the population of the country is highly criticized 
by eminent writers like Dr. Yakshity and Ubicini. 

(e) E. Z. Karal's ilk Nufus Sayimi, 1831 (First Population 
Count), (Ankara, 1943), reproduces the contents of an official 
Ottoman register (defter)which about the findings of an 1831 
census. In addition to Karal's work one must also mention 
V. Eldem's Osmanla imparatorlugutnun iktisad? Sartlari (The Economic 
Conditions of the Ottoman Empire) which reproduces official in- 
formation for the period 1878-1914. Eldem's account is based on 


official publication such as Devlet-i Aliye-yi Osmaniyenin 1313 


Senesine Mahsus Istatistik-i Umumisi, (Ministry of Commerce and 
Construction), (istanbul, 1316 |1g98|); 1329/30 1911/12! Sene- 
Sine Mahsus Maarif-i Umumiye Ihsaiyat Mecmuasiz (Ministry of Educa- 
tion), (Istanbul, 1336 [1918] ); fhsaiyat-1 Maliye, (Ministry of 


Finance), (Istanbul, 1326 |1908]), and Maliye Nezareti Aylak 


Biilteni, 1327 [1909 , (Ministry of Finance), (istanbul, 1332 


[1914] ). 


As it is evident from the foregoing discussion the official in- 
formation is mainly indirectly used in this work. Nevertheless, 
official information is believed to be represented appropriately 
thanks to several serious studies based on official data. 

These works are listed in the following section. The sub-periods 
indicated presenting them correspond to different chapters of 

tne paper. The selection of these sub-periods is due to prac- 
tical considerations, that is, to the nature of the sources 


which impose such a sub-division of the century. 


EH - WORKS WHICi INCLUDE OFICIAL IN#ORMATION 
1800-1830: 


Hassel, Johann Georg. Statisticher Umriss der Saemtlichen 
Europaeischen. (Braunschweig, 1805). 


ers) Statistische Uebersichts - Tabellen der 
s 


saemt lischen Buropaeischen und einiger aussereuropaeischen 


Staaten. (Goettingen, 1809). 


aot ; Ses Geographisch - statistisches Handwoerter- 
buch. (Weimar, 1817). 


a Lehrbuch der statistik der europaeischen 
Staaten. (Weimar, 1822), 


1821 Census: 


E. Z. Karal. Osmanli imparatorlugu'nda [1k Niifus Sayimi, 1831. 


(Ankara, 1943). 


Fazila Akbal. "1831 tarihinde Osmanli imparatorlugu'nda idart 
taksimat ve nlifus," Belleten, xv, no. 60, 617-628. 


F. Re. von Rudtorffer. Militaer - Geographie von Europa. (Prag,1839). 


"Cenni sulle popolazioni degli imperti Russo ed Ottomano," 
Annali_ universali, xlvi11, (Milan, 1836), 344-345, 


1831 - 1843: 


No official information is available for this period. 


1844 ~ 1864: 


"Actes officiels. Turquie..." Le moniteur universel, No. 248, 
4 September 1844, p. 2585, 


{Bugéne Boré (ed. )]. Almanach de 1'Empire Ottoman pour l'année 


1850. (Constantinople, 1850). 


"Das Osmanische Reich nach seinen statistischen Verlhaeltnissen," 
Die Gegenwart, (Leipzig, 1853), 393-423. 


A. Ubicini. Lettres sur le Turquie, lst ed., (Paris, 1851-1854); 
end ed., (Paris, 1853-1854). 


La Turquie actuelle. (Paris, 1855). 


fF. We Reden. Die Tuerkei und Griechenland in ihrer Entwicklungs- 
Faehigkeit. (Frankfurt am Wain, 1856). 


F. Be Engelhardt. Der Flaechenraum der einzelnen Staaten in 


Europa und der uebrigen Laender auf der Erde. (Berlin,1853). 
Ae Bessé. The Turkish Empire. (Philedelphia, 1854). 
C. Rolland. La Turquie contemporaine hommes et choses. (Paris,1854). 
Ge As Kloden. Handbuch der physischen Geographie. (Berlin, 1859- 


1862), v. 11. 


H. Heuschling. L'Empire de Turquie. (Paris, 1860). 


E. Isambert and A. Joanne. Itinéraire descriptif, historique 
et_archéologique de l'Orient. (Paris, 1861). 


R. R. Madden. The Turkish Empire and its Relations with Chris- 
tianity and Civilization. (London, 1862). 


J. Ll. Parley. The Resources of Turkey. (London, 1862). 
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{. Lavallée. Géographie universelle de Malte-Brun. (Paris, 
1865), vol v. 
A. Viquesnel. Voyage dans la Turquie d'Burope. (Paris, 1868). 


i. H. Akyol. "Tanzimatta co&rafya ve jeoloji," Tanzimat, (Is- 
tanbul, 1940), 548-549. 


1864-1877: 


Salaheddin Bey (ed). La Turquie & l'exposition universelle de 
1867. (Paris, 1867). 


j Ae Synvet]. Traité de géographie générale de l'Empire ottoman. 
(istanbul, 1872). 

A. Steinhauser. Lehrbuch der Geographie. (Paris, 1875). 

A. Cammerer. Handbuch der neuesten Erdkunde dem Unterrichte 


und den Freunden dieser Wissenschaft gewidmet.(Kempten, 1875). 


H. Kutschera. "Zur Statistik der europaeischen Tuerkei," Oester- 


reichische Monatsschrift fuer den Orient. No. 10, Oct 15, 
1875, pp:156-157, and no 11, Nov. 1875, pp: 171-172. 


We. Kellner. Das tuerkische Reich. (Leipzig, 1876). 
EB. Reclus. Nouvelle géogranhie universelle. (Paris, 1876). 


A. Ubicini, and P. de Courteille. Etat présent de 1'Hmpire 
ottoman. (Paris, 1876). 


Registrande der Geographisch-statistischen Abtheilung des gros- 
sen Generalstabes. (Berlin, 1876), vol. vi. 


lL. Palma. "La costituzione Turca," Nuova Antologia di scienze 
lettere ed arti, end series, vol. V, (Firenze, 1877),265-298. 


(Wien, 1877). 
"Bevoelkerung der Tuerkei," Oesterreichische Monatsschrift 


R. zur von Samo. Die Voelker des osmanischen Reiches. (Wien, 1877). 


E. G. Ravenstein. "The Population of Russia and Turkey," Journal 
of Statistical Society of London, xL, (London, 1877),433-459. 


"Turkish Resources," Journal of the Statistical Society of Lon- 
don, xL, (London, 1877), 633-645. 


The following works based their figures on Yakshity's research 
which is apparently based on an official census: 


E. Behm and H. Wagner. Die Bevoelkerung der Erde. (Goethe, 1874 
and 1875). 


BE. G. Ravenstein. "Distribution of the Population in the Part 


ie 


il 


of Europe Overrun by Turks," The Geographical Magazine, 111, 
(London, 1876), 260-261. 
Gothaischer Genealogischen Hofkalender nebst Diplomatisch statis- 


tischen Jahrbuch, 1875, (Goethe, 1874). 


1877] )- 
Hazier. The Russo-Turkish War. (London, [1877] ). 
J. Baker. Turkey in Burope. (London, 1877). 


1877 Census: 


A. Ubicini. "L'Empire ottoman, ses divisions administrative et 
sa povulation," L'Econoniste francais, 5th year, vol 11, 
no. 30, (Paris, 1877), 106-109. 


end year, vol iv, (Paris, 1879), 241-<54. 


"La principauté de Bulgarie," Revue de Géographie, 
3rd year, vol. v, (Paris, 1879), 81-100. 


"La Roumélie orientale depuis le traité de Berlin,” 
Revue de Géographie, 3rd year, vol vi, (Paris, 1880), 102- 
113, 172-183. 


E. Dottain. "La Turquie d'Europe dtaprés le traité de Berlin," 


Revue de Géographie, end year, vol. 111, (Paris, 1878), 
97-123. 


Affaires étrangéres. Documents diplomatiques. Affaires d'Orient, 
Congrés de Berlin, 1878. (Paris, 1878). 


"Die Neugestaltung der Balkanhalbinsel," Aus allen Welttheilen, 
(Leipzig, 1879), 284. 


1878-1914: 
Annuaire statistique dela France, 1921 edition. (Paris, 1921). 
Ee Ge. Mears. Modern Turkey. (New York, 1924). 


V. Eldem. OQsmanli Imparatorlusu'nun iktisad? Sartlari hakkainda 


bir Tetkik. (Jn.p.],.1970). 


The related sections of most of the works mentioned above are 
preserved in quotations in a four volume survey by Nicholas 
Mikhov called la population de la Turquie et de la Bulgarie, 

au xvi1° et x1x° siécles,( vols. 1-1v, Sofia, 1915, 1924, 1929, 


and ee aie It is important to discuss Mikhov's work. 


"La Dobrodja et le delta du Danube, "Revue de Géographie, 


le 


Wikhov's work is a bibliographical study and it consists of about 
1,900 pages. It not only lists the 19th century books and articles 
which include information on Ottoman population but it also 
quotes the related passages of most of these works. Mikhov 
refers to about 3,000 books and articles in French, German, 
English, Italian and Spanish. In short, he hardly excludes any 
population study on the Ottoman State which had appeared in major 
Western languages during the 19th century. A few works which 

he does not refer to are insignificant, for their figures are 
reoroduced from works already quoted in the La population.?? 
Nevertheless, very few modern historians who work on Ottoman 
affairs use La population. Among them E. Z Karal and H. inale1k 
use only volume I and even that not to its fullest scale. They 
rely mainly on the information supplied in Mikhov's introduction 
to volume I. Davison who includes an Appendix on Ottoman popu- 
lation in his work does not even mention Mikhov's study , 
neither does Stavrianos who devotes several pages to the popu- 


lation of the Balkans in the 19th een 


This situation arises from the nature of Mikhov's work. Each 
volume is separetely organized alphabetically and quotations 
are in the same order. This prevents a chronological analysis. 
horeover, the quotations are not very systematic. An important 
article by Ravenstein, for example, is quoted in both volume I 
and volume IV, and each quotation reproduces different sections 


of the same article. Identical accounts of different writers 


© 


re generally referred to less quotations, and with or without 
crossreferences as the case may be. It is not infrequent, how- 
ever, that some identical accounts are fully reproduced. In 
short, Nikhov's La population is a difficult reference book to 
work with, but without it this thesis would have been impossible. 
Indeed, this thesis can be considered as an effort to reorganize 


and update Mikhov's work. 
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#o- MORS ON OFFICIAL DATA 

i _- Ottoman land surveys: 

Throughout their formative and prosperous days the Ottomans 

kevt careful records of the lands they administered directly. 

As soon as they acquired new territories they registered down 

in record books called defter all the taxable income of the area 
and the people who worked these sources of income. Tne defters 
were kept in essentially two copies one of which was sent to the 
capital and the other stayed in the provincial center. On various 
occasions such as the enthronement of a new sultan or upon local 
complaints or disputes, or when there was an unusual fall or 
rise in the tax returns of the area, the land registration would 
be renewed inmediately. Otherwise, it would be renewed in about 
every thirty years to allocate for changes over time. As the 
defters indicate the taxes due from each household in the area, 
it is possible to extract information out of them about the 
population of the Ottoman State at certain semioas. = Modern 


; : : ce 
historians are working on the issue. 


The oldest available defter in the [Istanbul archives is dated 
1431-1432, but it is certain that the system of land registra- 
tion was already in practice for quite some time by then. It is 
even possible that the system was initiated during Orhan's reign 
(1326~1360).°° Neither is it certain when the last general land 
registration took place. G. Hassel mentioned that there was 

a "census" taken at the commencement of the 17th century. It is 
quite likely that this was the last general land registration. 
In any case, the Ottomans occasionally conducted partial land 
surveys at differentilocalities throughout the 17th and 18th 
hentureesce” Thus, by the 19th century various branches of the 
former registry organization were still in operation. Andreossy 
and Viquesnel remarked that these bureaus casually registered 
the changes in the Local land situation but their records after 


the 16th century were careless, incomplete, contradictory and 


i a 
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3 
practically useless, ? Later in the 19th century the Ottomans 


: . ; 26 
triel to reorganize these bureaus and not unsuccessfully. 


e - 19th century population counts: 


In the 19th century the Ottomans reattempted to keep records 

of the citizens and they undertook various population counts 

or censuses. These population counts differed from land surveys 
in the sense that they directly counted the people rather than 
the lands and people who worked the lands. The first population 
count in the 19th century took place in 1831. The 1831 census 
covered the most important 10 eyalets (general province) out of 
the 29 eyalets of the state. The objectives of the census were, 


as always, military and financial. 


The second population count in the 19th century was in 1843-1844, 
and it was organized for military and administrative purposes, 
The findings of the 1844 census was criticized by Yakshity among 
others, Yakshity claimed that his own figures were derived from 
official archives and that they were in fact based on the returns 
of a census of ieea,?? There is persuasive evidence to believe 
Yakshity's statement about a census in the year 1864. At this 
date the Porte was occupied in extending a new provincial law at 
all provinces, and this situation might have necessitated a 
census. Yakshity's figures were lower than the 1844 figures. 
184% figures are high when compared to 1831 figures also. The 
contradiction between the findings of 1831, 1844 and 1864 cen- 


suses shall be discussed later in this paper, 


During the period 1864-1876 there was no general counting of the 
population, but there were partial censuses organized ata pro- 
vineial level. The findings of these counts are preserved in 
some issues of the Salnames, the imperial yearbooks, and also 
in the accounts of various Buropean writers. In the Salname of 
the year 1877, the Ottoman government published an official report 


about tue pooulation of most of the provinces (vilayets). This 


LD 
report was different from the partial population information that 
had appeared in previous Salnames. It was more detailed and it 
indicated figures about all the European vilayets and their 
sancaks (sub-pvrovince). The data on which the 1877 report was 
based were recently derivei from the provincial bureaus of 


ests 


statistics of the Ministry of Public Instruction. Karal sugg 
1876 


that the report was the consequence of a new Per aa The 
constitution was urging for elections. Evidently, the Porte 
had already asked from the governors, some time azo, for reports 
on the population of provinces; it is possible that these reports 
were rushed to tne capital before the elections. So, the report 
which appeared in the Salname of 1877 can be considered as the 
consequence of a census or general counting. The last census 

in the 19th centurywas conducted in 1882-1884 and the results of 
this census were traced to 1901 by the Statistical Office of 


the Ottonan Commerce and Construction Ministry. 


3 _- Evaluation of the 19th century official data: 


It cannot be expected that the Ottoman population census of the 
19th century would approach the accuracy and detailedness of 
modern censuses.~> The Ottoman officials would only occasionally 
count the male population in every house. More generally, they 
would count the number of houses and multiply this number with 
a certain multiolicant to reach a figure about the male popu~ 
lation of a region. In counting the non-Muslims usually the 
local church leaders would be used. Such a system can be cri- 
ticized but it was more systematic than the highly limited 
efforts of the individual researchers who would often use local 
church records, and rely on house counting or statements of 
officials in case of the Muslims. It can be concluded, there- 
fore, that whatever the deficiencies of official data, they are 
the most reliable information on Ottoman population in the 19th 
century. This information shall not be bluntly used in this 


work, but it shall be crosschecked with other accounts whenever 


possible and meaningful. 
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Sesides its questionable accuracy, another main deficiency of 
official information is that it accounts for religious groups 
and provincial population only and not for racial groups, with 
the exception of the 1882-1884 figures. For the racial compo- 
Sition of the population itVinevitable to rely solely on the 
ooservations and research of the Eurovean writers. As to the 
accuracy of official information on religious groups it can be 
argued that they were as accurate as the provincial population 
figures. In other words, the officials who made the countings 
did not tend to overestimate the number of Muslims against the 
number of Christians. They had no evident benefit in doing so. 
Underestimating the number of non-Muslims would mean depreciating 
an important tax source. Overestimating the number of Muslims 
would mean exaggerating the military potential of the state. 
Noreover, the Ottomans did not intend to use the population 
counts in diplomatical arguments. They did not publish the 
results of the counts for the whole of the state until 1878 and 
then with no separate accounts for Muslims and non-Ifuslims out 
of respect for the equality princivle of the 1876 constitution. 
However, the 1882-1884 census results,which did include information 
on the religious and racial distribution of the population were 


made available to the public in an official statistical compi- 


lation. 


obs 


CHAPTER a 
TERRITORIAL, RACTAL AND RELIGIOUS PARTITION 
OF OTTOMAN POPULAYION IN EUROPE, 1800-1830 


A - TERRITORTAL PARTITION 
There are a few studies availsble on the population of the Ot- 
toman State in Europe for the first three decades of the 19th 
century. Available information for this period is based on 
scarcely more than estimations. Moreover, the territorial 
partition pattern used by various writers do not always cor- 
respond either among themselves or with the actual administra- 
tive division of Ottoman lands in Europe. At the beginning of 
this veriod the Buropean territories of the Ottoman State were 
Sivided into five main administrative units: 

1) Rumeli BeylerbeyliSi (General province of Rumelia), 

2) Bosna Beylerbeyli#i (General province of Bosnia), 

3) Eyalet-i Cezayir (General province of the Islands), 

4) Eyalet-i Girid or Kandiya (General province of Crete 
or Candia), and 

5) Memlekettayn or Efl&k-Bo%dan (The two-principalities 


or Wallachia and Moldavia). 


The first four of the general provinces mentioned above were 
"immediate provinces" directly administered from Istanbul. 
Wallachia and Moldavia enjoyed an administrative autonomy and 
therefore they can be referred to as "tributary provinces".* 
Later in the first quarter of the century, Rumelia was divided 
into Eyalet-i Rumeli (General province of Rumelia) and Eyalet-i 


Silistire (Silistria or Thrace or Easter Rumelia).> 


Huropean writers in general chose a different pattern of ter- 
ritorial division for purposes of population estimates: 

1) Rumelia, 

2) Bulgaria, 


3) Servia, 


4) Bosnia, 


5) Albania, 


6) Macedonia, 

7) Janina, 

8) Livadia, 

9) Morea or Peloponnesus, 
10) Crete or Candia, 

ll) The Aegean islands, and 


12) Moldavia and Wallachia. 


Although each author had his own way of defining the territories 
mentioned above, it is not altogether impossible to standardize 
the different classifications used by various authors thanks 
to the guidance provided by J. G. Hassel's research. Hassel's 
account is the most thorough survey of the period under discus- 
sion, (In fact, the precision of his work suggests that he 
usec sone official information). In accordance with the ancient 
territorial divisions of the Balkan peninsula, Hassel regrouped 
the 28 sancaks of the general-province of Rumelia as follows: 
1) THRACIA (or RUMBLIA): 
Istanbul 
(a) Vize (Bizia) 
(bo) Karkkilise (Kirklareli) 
(c) Gelibolu (Gallipoli) 
2) BULGARIA: 
(a) Silistre (Silistria or Darestena or Dristra) 
(ob) NiSbolu (Nicopolis) 
{c) Sofya (Sofia) 
(d) Girmen (Tschirmen or Kastaneai?) 
(e) Vidin 
3) MACEDONIA: 
(a) Selanik (S@lonica) 
(b) Késtendil (Kyustendil) 
(c) Usktip (Scoplije.or Scoplia) 
(d) Ohri (Ohrid) * 


4) 


5) 


6) 


7) 


8) 


2: 


SERVIA: 

(a) Velcetrin (Vuchitrin) 

(b) Dukagin (Doukadjin) 

(c) Alacahisar (Krushevac?) 
(4) Senendire (Smederevo) 

(e) Perzerin (Prizrend) 
ALBANTA: 

(a) Dekvine 

(b) Avlonya (Valona or Vlore) 
(c) [lbasan (Elbasan) 

(d) Iskenderiye (Shkoder or Scutari) 
(e) Ohri (Ohrid) * 
THESSELIA: 

(a) Tirhala (Trixkala) 
EPIRUS: 

(a) Karliili (Aetolia) 

(b) Yanya (Janina or Yannina) 
LIVADIA: 

(a) E%riboz (Euboea or Evvoia) 
(b) Inebaht1 (Navpaktos) 
MOREA or PELOPONNESSUS: 

(a) Tripolizza 


(b) Misitra (Mistra). 


1g 


To these territories Hassel added Bosnia, Crete, the Aegean is- 
lands and the tributary principalities of Wallachia and Moldavia, 
in order to cover all the lands of the Ottoman State in Europe 
during 1820's," (See MAPS T@Ir In the succeeding discussion on 
the territorial distribution of Ottoman population in Europe 
Hassel's chart is used in comprising the varying accounts of 


different writers. 
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There is a significant consistency about the population of Thracia. 
Estimations of different authors vary between 2,050,000 and 
2,900,000 inhabitants. The most commonly occurring value (mode) 
as well as the value in the middle (median) and the arithmetic 
mean is 2,500,000. The numbers for Bulgaria are also relatively 
consistent. They vary between 1,085,000 and 1,800,000 inhabi- 
tants with the latter number being the mode while the median and 
mean are both 1,500,000.° The population estimates for Servia 
vary between 700,000 and 1,000,000, The mean is 930,000, median 
950,000 and mode 960,000, / for Bosnia estimates vary between 
550,000 and 1,000,000 and the mode and median are both 850,000 
while the mean is 820,000.% The lower figures in all of the 
ranges above are from the works of Klein and Legrand who were 
pessimistic about the populations of Bulgaria, Thrace, Servia 

and Bosnia. Should their figures be excluded from the calcu- 


lations the results would appear more consistent. 


In the case of Macedonia, on the other hand, the figures are 

less consistent and they vary from 500,000 to 1,160,000. The 
inconsistency of the figures is also evident from the differences 
between the mean, median and mode which are 740,000; 700,000, 

and 500,000 respectively. The differences of opinion are ap- 
parently due to the difficulty of defining the area. In this 
case adopting J. G. Hassel's figure of 700,000 seems to be the 


best choice,for he clearly defined Macedonia that he referred en? 


In the case of Morea the most generally appropriated esitame is 
420,000, The mean of different estimates is 476,000. 420,000 
seems to be a better choice as it was favored by most writers 

who wrote during the Greek insurrection and as it was the figure 
adopted in the later works of Rueder and Hassel who crosschecked 
their data.*° 

In the case of Livadia statistical estimates are rare and they 
vary between 249,000 and 850,000. To base a judgement on averages 


is meaningless when the range is this large. livadia together 


22 


with Morea and the Cyclades would form the independent Greece 
after the Edirne Treaty of 1829 and the London Protocol of 1830. 
The Euronean writers in 1829-1830 estimated the conglomerate 
population of these areas at 1,300-1,350,000. A Turkish writer's 
estimate is 1,100,000 while Stavrianos' figure is 750-850,000. 
The mean of these figures is 1,100,000. 1,000-1,100,000, then, 
seems quite a reasonable estimate to adapt as the population 

of the area that was to compose Greece after 1830. The only 
estimate for the population of the Cyclades is 80,000 which 

does not seem to be illogical. The population of Livadia, there- 
fore, was about 500-600,000 if that of Morea were 420,000,2+ 
Kpiros's population was estimated at 300,000 at the beginning 

of the century and at 370,000 in 1828. Estimates for Thesselia 
in the 1820's vary between 300,000 and 370,000. Some writers 
preferred combining the two areas and they adapted either 668,000 
or 795,000, /¢ As our sources are few averages are insignificant 
and any figure between 600,000 and 800,000 seems quite acceptable 


for Thesselia and Epiros jointly. 


In the case of Albania there are two separate estimates; 207,000 
and 800,000. Both figures originated in the works of reliable 
writers. Perhaps the only explanation of the incompatability of 
these two figures is the situation of the sancak (province) of 
Ohrid which was considered by various writers either as a Mace~ 
donian or an Albanian territory. A conclusion on the population 
of Albania might be reached indirectly. Many authors classified 
Wacedonia, Albania, Epiros, Thesselia, Livadia and Morea as 
"Arnaud Vilayeti" (General-province of the Albanians) or as 
"Greece" and gave one figure for the entire area. The mean of 
these figures is 2,660,000 while the median is 2,680,000. (There 
is no medeogn If we assume the population of the area as 
2,700,000 and deduce from it the populations of Epiros and 
Thesselia, Macedonia, Livadia, and Morea, then the population 


of Albania appears to be 300~400,000 inhabitants. 
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Moldavia and Wallachia were often considered as one country and 
population estimates for them jointly vary between 1,200,000 

and 1,800,000. The mean, median and mode of various estimates 
are 1,430,000; 1,400,000, and 1,450,000 respectively. Moldavia's 
population can be separately estimated at around 450,000 and 


Wallachia's around 950,000.74 


Population estimates for the islands are quite confusing. The 
corresponding Ottoman administrative units were the general- 
provinces of Crete and Cezayir, the latter of which encompassed 
some parts of Asia Minor, and Cyprus and Rhodes also. Some 
writers included only the Cyclades and sometimes Crete under 

the heading "Islands", Others included Gallipoli, which is 

a continantal territory, Crete, Cyprus and the entire Aegean 
islands. Most writers believed that the population of Crete 

was approximately 250,000. The estimates for the islands of 

the Aegean Sea (excluding Cyprus,including Rhodes) are incon- 
Sistent, but in case of the Cyclades a reasonably accurate figure 
can be reached. Jomard estimated the population of the Cyclades 
in 1828 as 80,000. This figure is in accordance with the 70,000 
that can be obtained by adding the estimates of Ba ebet in 1809 
for individual islands which comprise the Cyclades. The popu- 
lation of the remaining Aegean islands can be calculated by sub- 
tracting the total population of the provinces discussed hereto- 
fore from the total population of the Ottoman Empire in Europe 
as estimated according to the same sources that the preceeding 


calculations were based on. 


The total population estimates of our 17 sources for the imme- 
diate provinces vary between 8,160,000 and 9,400,000. Their 
mean, median, and mode are 8,800,000; 8,950,000, and 9,000,000 
respectively. Should we include as well the estimates of other 
writers who did not indicate provincial figures, our figures 
would then vary between 6,300,000 and 9,400,000, but all the 


averages would compute 8,500,000, 1° This observation suggests 


24 


favoring lower averages in adapting conclusive territorial popu- 
lation figures. Table I is an attempt to conclude on the ter- 
ritorial partition of the European vopulation of Ottoman State 
between 1800 and 1830..Table I is also a summary of the prece- 
eding discussion. Table I implies that the total population of 
the Ottoman State in Europe was approximately 10,200,000 inha- 
bitants in the 1820's, We can now discuss the racial and reli- 


gious composition of this population. 
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TABLE I - SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION OF TH» DISCUSSION ON 
Tit DISTRIBUTION OF BUROPEAN POPULATION OF THE 
OTTOMAN EMPIRE, 1800-1830. (in 1000's) 


Adopted 
figure 


PROVINCES Median 
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2, 300 
1,500 


Servia 138 930 930 
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arenas ane 700 
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B - RACIAL PARTITION 

It is possible to depict the racial composition of the Ottoman 
population in Europe in 1820's through 13 contemporary sources 
available to us, or rather 15 as 2 of them mention other works 
also. As the findings of these sources vary within reasonably 
compatible limits, it is meaningful to rely on averages in uni- 
fying them in one table. However, in this case a different 
method of taking averages will be usen from the one used for 
territorial distribution of the population. First, the figures 
provided by each writer for specific racial groups will be con- 
verted into the percentages of the total population figure given 
by the same writer. Then,the mean of the percentages for each 
racial group will be computed. In doing so, extremely low or 
high figures will be left out of the calculations. The means 

of percentages attained in this manner would not add up to 100.0%, 
for the number of sources used vary from one race to another. 
Therefore, the means of the percentages will be adjusted so that 
they will add up to 100.0 % After obtaining a percentage fi- 
gure for every race these percentages will be converted back 
into actual numbers on the basis of 10,200,000 inhabitants, that 
is the total population of the Ottoman Empire in Europe in 1820's. 
Then these numbers will be adjusted to closest round numbers. 
The main reason for using such a method is to maintain the con- 
Sistency between the territorial and the racial distribution 


of the population. 


Table II is prepared according to the method described above. Its 
details are explained in footnotes. Here it swffices to mention 
that the Turks, Tartars and Tschitaks are considered to be one 
race in accordance with most of our sources. Also Albanians 

and Arnauds are considered to be one group, although a few sour- 
ces would make a distinction between the two, the former being 

the Christians and the latter Muslims. Such a distinction is 
arbitrary. The Slavs will be divided into two groups, namely, 


"Bulgars" and "Others", Others will include the Slovenes, Croatians, 


a 
| RACIAL | 
| GROUPS 
| 
| dies. 
Bulgars Lo 
| 
Others | 


Serbians and other Slavic peoples. 
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The Roumanians would be 


treated separately as most of them live in the tributary prin- 


cipalities, but our sources do not enable us to do so. 


ae The 


ethnological division of the Balkan peoples in Table II will 


be retained throughout this work . 


TABLE II ~ RACIAL PARTITION OF OTPOMAN 
POPULATION IN EUROPE IN 1820's,1? 
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OQ = RuLIGIOUS PARTITLON 

Religious partition of the Ottoman population in Europe during 
1820's can be traced in the works of 11 contemporary writers. 
Only 7 of these writers provide rather detailed and comparable 
information. The mean of the percentages of the Muslims in 


these 7 works is 31.9 %. 


At first sight, 31.9 % appears to be a low figure, but it is 
not. Racial distribution of the Ottoman population for the same 
veriod suggests that at least 35.0 % were Muslims. Only the 
"Turks" constituted 27.0 % of the population. In addition to 
them were there the Muslim Bosnians, Bulgars (Pomaks), Albanians, 
Greeks and Gipsies who were not less than 10.0 % of the popula- 
tion, However, a close study of contemporary acoounts reveals 
that some of the non-Turkish Muslim elements, especially the 
Bosnians and Pomaks, were included together with the Turks. 

The population of Bosnia, for example, was about 8<0,000, while 
there were only 250,000 Bosnians who were of Slavic origin; the 
rest were Greeks, Albanians, Jews but mainly npurks",<t This 

is historically untrue because the liuslims who dwelled in Bosnia 
were converted Slavs to a large extent." " Apparently, the 
racial affiliations as they are understood in modern times were 
unknown to the Balkan Muslims in early 19th century, and this 
Situation led the contemporary European writers to confuse the 
religions and races despite their nation-~-oriented approach.“> 
Table II, therefore, must be evaluated carefully, especially 

in the case of "Purks" and "Slavs", It is impossible and un- 
necessary to make any adjustments in the figures of Table ITI. 
It must be interpreted as an illustration of the opinions of 
contenporary writers about the racial conposition of Ottoman 
population in Europe during 1320's. The figures for religious 
grouvs are more reliable and meaningful because the Ottoman 


society in this period was still organized on religious lines. 


So, the Muslims will be assumed to consist 32.0 % of the total 
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population. This means that the non-Muslims were 68,0 we AS 
moss of our sources were essentially concerned in depicting the 
respective numbers of Muslims and Christians in general, they 
neglected the jews and failed to distinguish between the Greek 
Orthodox, Armenian and Roman Catholic Churces. The number of 
the Protestants in this period was insignificant. for the Jews 
one can resort to Table II. #or Catholics there are only two 
figures to raly on. These figures suggest that about 4.0 @ of 
the population was Catholic. This figure is in accordance with 
more accurate estimations for later periods as it will be clear 
in the following sections of this paper. Remaining Christians, 
then, consisted 61.0 % of the population. The foregoing discus- 
sion brings us to some conclusions about the religious partition 
of the European population of the Ottoman State in 1820's as 


in Table III. In Table III the actual population figures are 


rounded up for all groups. 


TABLE ILI ~- RELIGIOUS PARTITION oF 
OTTOMAN POPULATION IN EUROPE IN 1820's 


op pe M Ne i lt pact teh nt AH HEN QIN ag RG SAAMI te Rn Ao NAAM CO 1 


haat ak i % of Population 
Bg ae eee total (in 1000's) 


Greek orth. € Arneniay 


| 
! 


Catholic 
CHRISTIANS 
JEWS 

Non-lNuslims 
MUSLIMS 


Total 
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CHAPTER II - 1831 CENSUS 


The first direct population census in the Ottoman State was 
attempted during Mahmut II's reign (1808-1839) between 1826 
and 1828. The Ottoman State was confronting a serious crisis 
internally and its very existence was at stake. The central 
government had lost its influence over the provinces, was not 
able to collect taxes properly and a new army had to be cons- 
cribed to replace the abolished danissaries,* In order to 
cope with the situation, the "reformer" Sultan Mahmut II at- 
tempted to asséss the availability of manpower in the state 
as a prelimenary step. However, the situation was not any 
sounder externally; the Greek insurrection was beginning to 
have serious diplomatic repurcussions and war with Russia was 
inevitable.“ The first attempt at a population count was there- 


fore abandoned only to be resumed a few years later in 1831.° 


The 1831 census differs from land registrations in the sense 
that its objective was to enumerate the inhabitants of the 

state directly. It was applied in 10 eyalets (general pro- 
vinces) out of 29. Three out of the 10 eyalets were in 

Europe and the remaining seven in Asia. This means that two 
eyalets in Europe, 14 in Asia and all three of the African 
eyalets were left uncounted.* This incompleteness of the 1831 
census is its main defect, but it seems that even the population 
of the eyalets included in the census were not entirely enume~ 
rated. Before a criticism of the census however, one should 


survey its findings for the European provinces. 


In Table IV below, the 1831 census results are used for the 
eyalets of Silistria, Rumelia and Cezayir. As only the male 
population was counted in the census, here all the census figures 
are multiplied by two to compensate for the number of the fe- 
males, It is arbitrarily assumed that the percent of popula- 


tion that is male was BO In the case of Cezayir the necessary 


i 
f 
i 
i 
i 
‘ 
i 
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deductions are made in order to eliminate the Asian livas or 
sancaks (province) of the eyalet. From the total male popula- 
tion of 332,996 for the Eyalet of Cezayir, 37,877 for Biga 
province (except the islands of Tenedos or Bozcaada and Imbros); 
68,204 for Kocaeli province, and 7,192 for the sub-provinces 
(kaza) of Erdek, Kapudag1, and Bandirma, and, finally, 44,216 
for the island of Cyprus were deducted to leave 175,507 for 
the islands of Imbros, Tenedos, Lesbos (Midilli), Yunda, Limni 
(Lemnos), Thassos (Tagoz), Samothraki (Semadirek), Coo or Kos 
(istankdy), Chios (Sakiz), Rhodes (Rodos), and the province of 
Gallipoli (Gelibolu). 6 


It must be noted that the sancaks of each eyalet listed in 
Table IV do not correspond to Hassel's grouping of sancaks 

in accordance with the ancient territorial divisions of the 
Balkan Peninsula. (Cf. Chapter I). A comparision of Hassel's 
grouping and Table IV, which indicates the official administra- 
tion in 1831, will reveal that an autonomous Serbia was created 
out of the sancak of Semendire, and that an independent Greece 
was founded on the sancaks of Karliili.(Aetolia and Acaruania), 
Egriboz (Euboea), Inebahti (Navpaktos), Tripolizza and Misitra 
plus the Cyclades. (MapiII). 


The Serbian Princedom and the Greek Kingdom both emerged as a 
consequence of the 1828-1829 Russo-Turkish war. Greeks had 
rebelled in Morea in 1821 and had declared their independence 
in 1822. In 1825 the Egyptian army of the Ottomans entered 
Morea and crushed the movement. The Western powers responded 
to the Ottoman action by destroying the Ottoman navy in Nava- 
rino;in addition, the Russians declared war. fhe!:Ottomans lost 
the war. The peace treaty was signed in Edirne (Adrianople). 
The Edirne Treaty forced the Ottomans to recognize the indepen- 
dence of Greece and the autonomy of Serbia. They did so in the 


following year. 
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MAP TI enlarged - “MINISTRATIVE DIVISIONS OF THE 
OTTOMAN EMPIRE IN BUROPE, 1831. 
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SOURCE: 


Fazila Akbal, "1831 tarihinde Osmanli 
ImparatorluSu'nda idari taksimat ve 
niifus," Belleten, vol. xv, No, 60, 

(Tiirk Tarih Kurumu, Ankara, 1951), 
between pages 627 and 628, 


Scale: 1; 6,000. 000. 
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It is important to discuss the population of Serbia and Greece 
as well as the populations of Bosnia, Moldavia-Wallachia, and 
Istanbul in order to complete the findings of the 1831 census. 
so that the census results can be compared with the estimates 
for other periods. The population of the Kingdom of Greece at 
its independence was about 1,000,000.° There are no statistics 
about the Serbian Princedom in 1831. Later accounts establish 
figures of around 750,000 during 1831-1844, and 1,000,000 in 
1844. In accordance with these figures, the population of 
Serbia in 1831 can be assumed to be about 560-600,0002 The 
populationsof Moldavia-Wallachia and Bosnia were estimated at 
around 1,400,000 and 750,000 respectively in 1828-1833.~° For 
the city of Istanbul, Rudtorffer, who was apparently aware of 


the 1831 census, gave the figure of 600,000.21 
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TABLE IV - TERRITORIAL POPULATION OF OTTOMAN STATE 
IN EUROPE AND THE POPULATION OF KINGDOM OF GREECE 
IN 1831 ACCORDING TO 1831 CENSUS AND OTHER ESTIMATES 


EYALETS , TRIBUTARIES, 


STATE IN EUROPE,1831 @ 6,000,000 


and GREECE SANCAKS | POPULATION 
Sofia,Monastir,S@lonica,Scophl 
: Kyustendil , Ohrid, Trikkala, Valona 
Rumeite Delvine, Wuchitrin, slbasan,Seutari,| 1,502,896 
: Janina,Doukad jin, Prizrend, A. Hisar 
| 
vines Silistria,Nicopolis, Vidin, i 
(ales Tchirmen, Vize, Kirkkilise } 1,075,548 | 
bP 
i Aegean islands and ; ; 
Galipoli of the /See the text/ 351,014 
Eyalet of Cezayir i | 
Bosnia | Sarajevo (Sazaybosna ), Mostar (Her 750,000 
sek) Svomik, Banjaluka (Kilis). , 
Crete Candia, Rethmo, Khania 250,000 
pceey of fstanbul | 600,000 
si Sola is ate Uh ee et ta cn 
IMMEDIATE PROVINCES 4,529,458 | 
TRIBUTARIES: 
Moldavia-Wallachia 1,400,000 | 
Serbia 580,000 | 


KINGDOM OF GREECE 


| 


Comparing Tables I and IV suggests a reduction of Ottoman popula- 
tion in Europe from 10,200,000 in 1820's to 7,000,000 in 1831. The 


difference between the two figures, however, may actually be the 


1,000,000 
OTTOMAN STATE + ire eee ag 


GREECE, 1831 


H 

nba OF ORR | . 
i 
| 7,000,000 
i 


consequence of an overestimation of the population by the Euro- 


pean writers or an underestimation by the officials. 1820-1831 


was tumultous period for the Balkan peoples; epidemics, Serbian 


| 
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unrest, the Greek revolt and finally the 1828-29 Russo-Turkish 
war might very well have caused a shrinkage of population. It 
is also possible that the European writers who estimated the 
Ottoman population in 1820's came out with somewhat exaggerated 
figures. Their task was not an easy one as discussed previously 


and as indicated by significant variations in their opinions. 


That the census figures were underestimated, however, seems to 
be the most pursuasive explanation of the difference between the 
1820's and 1831 census figures. The total of Table IV is reached, 
it must be remembered, by supplementing the European writers' es- 
timates for uncounted provinces. If all provinces were dealt 
with in the 1831 census, the total would turn out to be even 
lower, Yet there is a better reason than this which makes one 
suspect an underestimation. The Ottoman historiographer Liitfi 
discusses the findings of the 1831 census as follows: 

After the counting is completed and after the of- 

ficials returned /from their respective/ areas, the 

summary taken from the totals of population regis- 

ters indicated that in the locations counted this 

time... the Muslim. and non-Muslim peoples with 


children /but7 excluding the military add up to 
5,000,000. 


The totals of the 1831 population census register published by 
Karal and reorganized by Akbal, however, indicate that the male 
population of the counted provinces added upto 3,722,73800> 
Evidently, Liitfi and the Ottoman officials have themselves con- 
sidered the findings of the census less than the truth. Karal 

also suggests that there were some uncounted villages and towns.‘ * 
Moreover, a closer study of the 1831 census register indicates 
that the Ottoman officials had lost much of their previous ef- 
ficiency, minuteness and promptness. There are many simple 
addition mistakes in the register.!° One can quite safely 
conclude, therefore, that the difference between the totals of 
Tables I and IV do not really suggest depopulation but perhaps 


stagnation. 


ie) 


Still another reason which makes one question the findings of 

the 1831 census is its objectives, For the Muslim population 

it meant conscription to an often defeated army, and for non- 
Muslim population it meant being taxed by a government that could 
barely maintain peace and justice. Thefore, it is very likely 


that the people tried to conceal their actual numbers, 


The last mentioned peculiarity of the census, however, proves 
the religious impartiality of the officials and hence of the 
results of the census as far as the religious distribution is 
considered, It is this feature of the census, more than any- 
thing else, which makes the 1831 census register an extremely 
important document. The state attempted to enumerate the Mus- 
lim population for military, and the Christian population for 
tax considerations. Overcounting the former would mean to 
cheat oneself and undercounting the latter would mean sacri- 
ficing revenue, where both motives would be against the benefits 
of the state. Besides, the government collected these statis- 
tics "not to win a /diplomatic/ cause by publishing them but to 
conduct its business," as Karai puts it.2° That this was the 
case is further strengthened when one takes into account that 
the register indicates a clear majority of the non-Muslims 

in some provinces very close to the capital itself (such as 
Gataica).! The religious distrivution of the population 


in Rumelia, Silistria, and the Huropean parts of Cezayir in 


1831 was as in ‘lable V. 
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TABLE V - R&LIGIOUS PARTITION OF THt OLTOMAN POPULATION IN 
THE KYALETS OF RUM#LIA AND SILISTRIA AND IN THE EUROPEAN 
PARTS OF THe BYALEL Or CKZAYIR, 1831 CENSUS RESULTS, 


male population only. 


a aon Dt ON hE CCRC Rehan nrc i Mtns 


Rumelia Silistria of Cezayir 


2/7 227 | 28.9 | 293: 93¢ 


$05 a (cn a5) 579 


27 B67 | 
3 Co/ | 
2 369 


It can be concluded from Table V that in Rumelia, Silistria and 
the Eur@pean parts of Ceyzayir the Muslim-Christian proportion 
was 62:100 (or 100:161). The same proportion according to Table 
III, for the period 1800-1830, is 49:100 (or 100:203). The two 
proportions are not incompatible; the proportion for the earlier 
period includes such territories as Serbia, Morea, Livadia and 
the Cyclades which are overwhelmingly Christian while the later 
proportion excludes the same territories and covers areas where 


most of the Balkan Muslims lived. 


Still another conclusion that can be derived from the 1831 cen- 

sus in regards to religious distribution of the Ottoman population 
is that while some areas in the Balkans were inhabited predomi- 
nantly by Christians, the same was true for Muslims in other areas. 
In the district of Phillippopolis, for example, the Muslim-Christian 
proportion was 24:100 (or 100:415) and in the district of Sofia 
12:100 (100:833). Muslims were in majority, on the other hand, in 
Western Thracian provinces such as Glimiilcine (572:100 or 100:18) and 


Drama (278:100 or 100:36).2? 
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CHAPTER III - OTTOMAN POPULATION IN EUROPE, 1831-1843 


From 1830 to 1878 Ottoman Empire in Europe maintained a constant 
size. For practical purposes dictated by the nature of contem- 
porary sources this period shall be covered in four separate 
chapters. In the present chapter the period 1831-1843 shall 


be discussed. 


By 1830 an independent Kingdom of Greece was separated from the 
Ottoman Empire and the small Princedom of Serbia was given auto- 
nomye Hence, as distinguished from the earlier periods, in the 
following discussion about the Ottoman population, the former 
sancaks of Karliili (Aetolia and Acaruania), E#riboz (Euboea), 
Inebahti (Navpaktos), Tripolizza and the Cyclades,which now 
composed the Kingdom of Greece, will not be dealt with. The 
sancak of Semendire (Smenderevo) together with the city of Bel- 
grad will be considered a "tributary", thereas of Moldavia and 
Wallachia. Although the island of Samos was also recognized as 
autonomous by a ferman (decree) of 1832, it is impossible to 
distinguish it from the remaining Aegean islandg,given the limi- 
tations of the sources for this period. The rest of the Ottoman 
lands in Europe during the period 1831-1843 remained divided into 
five main administrative units: the eyalets of Rumelia, Silis- 
tria, Bosnia, Cezayir and Crete. All of these general-provinces 
plus the city of Istanbul shall be referred to as the "immediate 
provinces", The respective populations of the general-provinces 
will not be distinguished because of the inadequacy of sources. 
Reithor/pestal or religious distribution of the population will 
be dealt with in a comperative manner for the same reason. How- 
ever, the individual accounts of two writers on the religious 


and racial composition will be reproduced. 


There are 3-7 works at our disposal in which the population of 
the Ottoman State in Europe is disoussed for the period of 1831- 
1843. In 18 of these works, estimations vary between 8,600,000 
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and 10,000,000, including the tributaries. Their mean is 9,215, 
000." Estimations in 10 works vary between 11,000,000 and 15, 
000,000, producing a mean of 12,640,000. The mean of the 28 
works collectively is approximately 10,430,000. (The median is 
9,400,000, the mode 8,900,000). In the remaining 9 works only 
partial information on Ottoman population is provided.’ 
Apparently, all of the higher estimates were inspired by the 

works of D. Urquhart and A. Boué. David Urquhart was an impor- 
tant and knowledgeable official of the British Embassy in fstan- 
bul. He estimated the population of Ewropean Turkey in the early 
1830's at around 13,500,000 including the territories. Urquhart 
maintained that after the dreadful rep@rcussions of the 1828-29 
Russo-Turkish war, the Porte replaced the old-minded administra- 
tors in the Balkans with enlightened and complacent governor- 
pashas who had a keen interest in statistical studies. Urquhart 
was promissed agegess to the information that would be coilected 

by the governor-pashas. In the meantime, he relied on the state- 
ment of the grand-vizir who was projecting the formation of a 

new army of 300,000 men based on the Muslim population, recruiting 
one man in every fifteen souls. On that basis Urquhart estima- 
ted the Muslim population in European turkey as 4,500,000, and, 
stating that the Muslims did not exceed one third of the total 
population, he reached his conclusion of 13,500,000,” 


Ami Boué was a traveller and also a member of various scientific 
societies. In his travel accounts, which dated 1838 and 1840, 
Boué stated that the observers of the population of the Ottoman 
State had to face considerable difficulties: while the Turks re- 
garded inquiries with suspicion, the Christians kept no regis- 
ters of their births and deaths and knew only the number of Chris- 
tian families in a particular town or village. In Turkey they 
always talked of the number of houses, but this did not provide 
sufficient data for ascertaining for certain how many families 


lived in each house, and one had to estimate that himself. In 
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Western Europe generally one family would live in each house, 
but in Turkey, especially among the Slavs, an enclosure very 
frequently contained two households in towns and two, three or 
even four in the countryside, so that, in effect 10 to 30 and 
35 individuals slept under the same roof. This practice known 
as zadruga was common everywhere in Servia, Moesia, Bosnia and 
Herzegovine, and Montenegro, and also among some of the Chris- 
tian Albanians but not among the Turks. Boué, therefore, ques- 
tioned the population estimates of other writers, claiming that 
the number of houses in each location should be multiplied by 

a higher multiplier than 4-5 persons in each house as was the 
common practice. Besides, Boué also claimed that he had found 
many large and populous towns and villages in areas which were 
marked as deserted places on even recent maps. Boué accordingly 
concluded that population of Turkey was greater than it was 
stated to be by the latest writers on the subject. Boué himself 
estimated the population of European Turkey to be between 14, 
577,532 and 15,363,000, including the tpi butepies,” 


Both Urquhart and Boué were better informed than most of the 
other writers of this period. So it is possible that they were 
right in their optimistic observations despite the fact that most 
writers were hesitant to adopt their higher figures. There were 
no major wars fought in the Balkans during this period and plague 
and other epidemics were curtailed to a significant degree, and 
with the elimination of the Janissaries and with the appointment 
of some able administrators, relative peace and order were res- 
tored to the Balkans. All these factors had probably influenced 
the increase of population but whether the increase was upto the 
level suggested by Urquhart and Boué and their followers is in- 


possible to determine. 


Table VI indicates the population of the Ottoman State in Europe 
during 1831-1843, according to contemporary European writers. 


The adopted figures are indicated in the third column. The popula- 
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tion figures in the second column, including the totals, are 


means of that many number of estimates shown in the first column, 


TABLE VI - POPULATION OF THE 
OTTOMAN STATE IN EUROPE, 1831-1843 qt 


<r reer CRT ER BRE et ih cm rena 
ee EE FE SS aaonted 
No. of Mean figure 


PROVINCES sources| (in 1000's)| (in 1000's) 


Wallachia 8 1,315 1,315 
. | 
Moldavia 8 680 i + 680 
Wallachia + Moldavia 10 1,996 1,990 
} : 
Serbia 9 705 + 700 
TRIBUTARIES 9 2,811 | 2,690 
IMMEDIATE PROVINCES | 17 7,456  # 7,460 
18 9,215 
10,150 
| TOTAL 10 12,640 
| 
28 | 10,430 


As already mentioned, descriptions of the religious and racial 

composition of the Ottoman population in Europe for this period 
are sketchy and inconsistent.® A few uniform descriptions rely 

essentially on the accounts of Urquhart and Boué which are rep- 
roduced in the following tables VII and VIII. 
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TABLE VII =~ RELIGIOUS AND RACIAL COMPOSITION OF THE 
OTTOMAN STATE IN EUROPE, 1830's, ACCORDING TO URQUHART? 


(population figures in 1,000's) 
("Tributaries are excluded) 


: Religions | 
Christians Others 2s 
Races 
ls = Pop. % 


Slavs | 2,000 4,000 


Turks | 700 

{ 
Greeks | 2,050 
Albanians | 1,067 | 533 
Valaques | 600 | 
Bohemians ! | a 
Jews : | 250 
Armenians | 100 | 
Franks¢Others | 50 | 

450 11,550 


TOTAL | 3,767 | 7,333 


i 
i 
(% of Total) (32.6%) (63.5 %) | (3.9 %) | (100.0 %) | 


TABLE VIII - RACIAL COMPOSITION OF THE OTTOMAN 
é 
STATE IN EUROPE, 1830's, ACCORDING TO A, Boug, + 


(excludes "Tributaries", population figures in 1000's) 


¢) 


aed ESTIMATE A _ESTIMATE B 
DOD. % pop. fo 
Serbs 896 8.3 903 7.8 
Bosniacs 700 6.5 | 800 6.9 
Herzegovinians 300 2.8 | 300 2.6 
Croites 200 1.8 | 400 | 3.5 
Montenegrins | 100 0.9 100 | 0.69 
Bulgars 4,500 | 41.9 | 4,500 | 39.1 
SLAVS 6,696 162.3 | 7,003. | 60.8 
TURKS 700 6.5 100 | 6.1 
GREEKS | 300 | B.4 1,000 : 8.7 
| ALBANIANS | 1,600 nas 1,600 | 13.9 
| ARMENIANS 100 | 0.9 | 100 | 0.9 
| JEWS | 250 o8s3 250 oe 
ZINGARES 150 re 200 
| ZINZARES 600 
FRANKS | 
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CHAPTER IV - 1844 CENSUS AND 
OTTOMAN POPULATION IN EUROPE DURING 1844-1863 


A - BACKGROUND OF THE 1844 CENSUS: 

In 1839 the new Sultan Abdulmecid (1839-1861) declared his rule 
by the Hatt-1 Serif of Giilhane or Noble Rescript of the Rose 
Chamber. All Ottoman sultans conventionally announced their 
ascendance to the throne by issuing noble rescripts, but the 
Rose Chamber Rescript was a singular one in the sense that it 
laid down the principles of a reform movement known as the Tan-~ 
Zimat or the Reorganization. An evaluation of this movement 

is beyond the scope of the present study, it suffices to say 


that Tanzimat was a genuine effort to reorganize the state. 


Among the principles of reform proclaimed in the Noble Rescript 
of 1839 was the regular and orderly recruitment of citizens in- 
to the armed forces. In accordance with this principle, the 
Ottoman Ministry of War declared in September 1843 that the 
outdated career army service was abolished and replaced by a 
modern recruitment system. The new system necessitated a know- 
ledge of the male population of the country, as suggested by 
the 1839 Rescript 009" Hence the 1844 cenSus. The military 
considerations, however, were not the only motives for organi- 
Zing a census. As evident from Urquhart's previously mentioned 
explanations, the governors were already interested in the enu- 
meration of the population of their provinces for better adminis- 


3 In the year 1844, the Porte declared in a government 


tration. 
decree that every inhabitant of the country would be counted,inclu-~ 


ding the foreigners.“ 


B ~ THE CENSUS RESULTS: 

The Ottoman government never published the 1844 census results 
officially. The census results are available to us in the works 
of European writers, such as Eugene Boré, who was... first to 
publish them,in 1850 while the tabulation was still in progress. 


Boré himself thought of the census results ovenelevated.> Ae 


Ubicini, who was second to rec@étve access to the census results, 
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regarded them in his Lettres sur la Turquie, as in such a form 
that they "cannot be admitted rigorously exact, but they are 

as correct as it was possible to render them." Nevertheless, 
Ubicini adjusted his own figures in a second edition of his work. | 
Apparently, by then, he possessed better official information 


and was able to use other statistical studies as well. 


Up till 1864, when new official data was available, and even 
after that, many writers followed Ubicini's numbers in referring 
to the provincial population of the Ottoman State in Europe, 
taking these numbers as the 1844 census returns, criticising 

and adjusting or candidly repeating them as the case may bes" 
The population figures of Table IX below are from the second 
edition of Ubicini's Lettres. The territorial division of Ot- 
toman lands and the area measures are adopted from Heuschling's 


l'Empire de Turguie, which in turn is based on Ubicini's, Reden's, 


and Engelhardt's studies.” 
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C - REMARKS ON THE 1844 CENSUS: 

1844 census figures were the basis for almost all population 
estimates of the Ottoman Empire during the period 1844-1863. 
This reliance on the 1844 figures, however, was not without con- 
siderable reservation. Quite a number of writers believed that 
the figurés were exaggerated while others suspected the same 
figures as being deficient. Among the former, BP. Reden stated 
that these figures were closer to truth ten years after the cen- 
sus, that is in 1854 when Reden wrote his book. Reden justified 
his statement by claiming that the population of the places 
overwhelmingly inhabited by the Turks and other Muslims was 
stagnant at best. This situation was due to continilous wars 
against other powers or rebellious local groups, bad living 
conditions in the army quarters, epidemics, and plague which 
still were not eliminated entirely despite the recent efforts. 
Another critic of the 1844 census was Yakshity who pursuasively 
claimed that the 1844 figures were high. Yakshity based his 
criticism on further official data collected in 1864, which 
shall be discussed in the next chapter of this work. Other 
writers,such as Ungewitter, C. Guys, H. Mathieu and an R.d.C., 
who provided lower figures than the 1844 census results, seem 

to have excluded Istanbul in their accounts and preferred dif- 
ferent definitions of territories. Hence the differences between 


their figures and the census returns. !* 


Some writers such as Kloeden, Lavallée and Almanach de Gotha,1861 
provided higher figures than the census results apparently to 
update them, ** It is also possible, however, that their high 
figures were influenced by statistics whichappeared in several 
issues of Journal de Constantinople between 1852 and 1856. 

The figures supplied by the Journal were essentially about the 
religious distribution of the population and based on the 1844 
census returns. There was no consistency between these figures, 
however, and it was impractical to rely on the Journal solely 


in reaching a conclusion about the census results, In fact, 


it is only Viquesnel who openly claimed that the census figures 
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were lower than the truth, Viquesnel argued that the people were 
quite wary of the census inquiries. There were rumors that new 
obligations would be levied on each locality according to its 
population. In most provinces the people considered it to their 
interest to express their number as low as possible. Besides, 
the census officials who counted the Muslim population hardly 
took the work seriously out of indolence or inexperience, they 
neglected even to recheck their data. The Christians on the 
other hand, deceived their authorized bishops in a like manner. 
They viewed the bishops cautiously and considered them as vir- 
tual government agents. The government was well aware of the 
errors involved in the census and was therefore reluctant to 
make its results known to the public. It did not refuse, how- 
ever, to give them in a semi~official form to some statisticians 
who were particularly interested in the issue. *4 
D - EVALUATION OF THE 1844 CENSUS FIGURES: 

The original returns of the 1844 census must have been preserved 
in the Ottoman archives but for the present the results are ava- 
ilable to us only in the works of European writers, among whom 
Ubicini was obviously the best informed. The reason for not 
having the census results published officially, however, cannot 
be simply that the government considered the returns fallacious 
as Viquesnel thought. In 1840's 'public opinion’ was still an 
alien concept to the Ottomans. In the Ottoman State, the gover- 
ning and the governed groups were traditionally distinct and 

it was not considered essential by either of the groups that 

the government make public the data on which the administrative 
decisions were based. Indeed, the 1844 census, like the 1831 
one, was organized for administrative and military purposes. 
Given this situation there seems to be no reason why the offi- 
cials would deliberately alter the census results about the ter- 
ritorial distribution of the population. This does not mean, 
however, that the 1844 figures were rigtirously exact; apparently 
there were procedural inefficiencies resulting from the enumera- 


tion methods and from the inexperience or carelessness of the 
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officials. It can be concluded, therefore, that in spite of 
the procedural biases and conflicting opinions about the re- 
liability of the 1844 census figures, they are more reliable 


and complete than earlier estimations. 


Throughout this chapter, the general findings of the 1844 
census are considered applicable for the 1844-1863 period, and 
the total population of the Ottoman Empire in Europe during this 
period is assumed to be approximately 15,500,000. This assump- 
tion can ofcourse be questioned on the basis that the results 
of a census conducted in 1844 cannot be extended to cover a 
20-year period starting with 1844. ‘Two facts, however, make 
such an assumption inevitable: (a) For this period there is 

no other official information available, and (b) almost all 
population accounts about the Ottoman Empire during this period 
remain more or less within the limits of the general findings 
of the 1844 census. Besides, perhaps, the above assumption 
also compensates for the belief among some contemporary critics 
that the census results were high and closer to the truth in 
1850's than in 1840's, 


E - THE RELIGIOUS COMPOSITION OF THE OTTOMAN POPULATION, 
1844-1863, BASED ON THE 1844 CENSUS RETURNS : 

As expected, the 1844 census covered the religious composition 

of the population along with the territorial distribution. We 

do not know for sure, however, what were the actual census returns 

on the religious issue. As the European writers suspected the 

religious composition figures more than the territorial figures, 

they felt themselves free to give numbers which satisfied their 

expectations. These writers questioned the compilation of data 

on religious composition as being prejudiced in favor of the 

Muslims. However, exactly the same argument may be directed 

against the attitudes of the European writers who were Christians 

themselves, and ardent ones more often than not. Now, looking 

at that period from the advantage of a time span, one can ima- 


gine that the Ottoman officials who released the census results 
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(not the ones who conducted the census) may have exaggerated 
the number of Muslims, because in the 19th century there was 
much diplomatic pressure levied against the Ottoman state that 
Christian citizens be granted more rights. Russia, for one, 
claimed to be the protector of the Orthodox Christians of the 
Ottoman State. Other European powers also had similar demands; 
the French stood for the Catholics and the British resorted to 
their diplomatic influence on the Ottoman high officials to 
secure more advantages for Christians in general.?° in truth, 
these claims were more often political and diplomatic than out 
of a candid concern for fellow Christians. Nevertheless, the 
Ottomans might have sought to loosen the pressure by indicating 
the number of Christians to be less than the actual. If so, 
then the Ottomans were being quite naive to think that the Eu- 
ropean public opinion shaped the governments! policies while 
often the contrary was true, especially in critical diplomatic 
affairs. There is no question, however, that the European 
public opinion was directed by writers among whom religiosity 
was still a prominent source of inspiration,!° So, if it is 
possible that the Ottoman officials were biased, it is also 
possible that the European writers were overly suspicious. 


Detailed 
/ information on the religious distribution of the Ottoman popu- 


lation in Europe according to the 1844 census was first published 
by Ubicini, who evidently used other sources also to crosscheck 
the census results available to him. In the first edition of his 
Lettres, Ubicini had used 3,800,000 for the number of Muslims 

in Europe. In the second edition of his book he corrected this 
figure to 4,550,000, and also mentioned that according to infor- 
mation supplied by Ahmet Vefik Pagal! 
5,910,000. Ahmet Vefik Pasa's figure is in accordance with 
Eugene Boré's 5,700,000. It should be remembered that it was 


the Muslims numbered 


Boré who was first to publish the 1844 census results. Yet, it 
must be stressed that in the period 1844-1863 most writers still 
preferred to use the lowest figure supplied by Ubicini even though 


they wrote their works after the second edition of the Lettres, 


ee 
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There are writers, however, who gave higher figures than 
Ubicini's second edition figure, as well as writers who used 
lower figures than even Ubicini's first edition figures. ?? 

The mean of all these different figures would be 4,200,000 

and 4,600,000 respectively, with and without taking the repeti- 
tious accounts into consideration, Anyhow, averages would not 
be meaningful in this case when the objective is to reckon the 
actual result of the 1844 census and not to integrate opinions 


and observations. 


It seems that Ahmet Vefik Paga’s and Boré's figures, 36 and 37% 
respectively, were the actual census results. Ubicini reduced 

it to 3,800,000,or 23 &@ of the total population, in the first 
edition of the Lettres, apparently thinking that the official 
figure was elavated for political purposes. Yet, later on, 
possibly upon more pursuasive information, he changed his figure 
to 4,550,000 or 29 % Ahmet Vefik Paga's and Boré's figures 

are perfectly compatible with the earlier findings of this stu- 
dy while Ubicini's second figure is not inconsistent. If it is 
correct that the total population of the Ottoman State in Europe 
increased from about 10,000,000 in 1820's to 15,500,000 in 1840's 
and that Muslims composed 32 and 23 % of the total population 
respectively, then it follows that while non-Muslim population 
increased at an annual rate of 3.1%, | Muslim population 
decreased at an annual rate of 0.1 % at a time when the annual 
increase in total population was 2.2 % The difference between 
the two rates necessitates an assumption of the depopulation 

of the Muslims as against a rapid population increase among the 
Christians. This is topmuch to assume: Muslims seem to have 
increased less than the non-Muslims but it is not very likely 
that they decreased while Christians increased. After all, the 
Christians were not altogether immune from the causes which might 
have prevented the Muslims from increasing in number. The Chris- 
tians were the other party in the rebellions that kept the Ot- 
toman armies busy, and whenever an international war was fought 
on Ottoman lands the Christians were to suffer from it also, 


although the actual fighting was carried out by Muslim soldiers. 
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As for the epidemics and plague, perhaps they were less common 
among the Christians, as Reden suggested, but we really have no 
evidence that this was the case. Moreover, the territories on 
which the Greek Kingdom was foundea are included in the 1820 
figures while they are excluded from the 1640 figures. ‘this 
last point suggests that the Christians increased in number at 
still a higher rate than computed above. it can be concluded , 
therefore, that the percentage of Muslims in the total popula- 
tion in the 1840's could not have been less than 30 @ and it 

is very likely that it was as high as 37%; in other words, the 
census results as preserved in Ahmet Vefik Pasa'ts and Boré's 
accounts were not religiously biased, Nevertheless, in Table X 
below, Ubicini's later figures are also included, taking into 
consideration that Christians might have increased in number 

at a significantly higher rate than the Muslims. 


TABLE X - R¥LIGIOUS COMPOSITION OF THE OTTOMAN POPULATION 
IN KUROPE ACCORDING 0 THREE INTERPRETATIONS OF THE 
1844 CENSUS RESULTS, (Population figures in 1000's)20 


‘en ma terete mene 


A. Vefik Pasa 


cacti 


number 


arenas 


Greek Orthodoxes 
and Armenians 


Catholics 
CHRISTIANS 10, 300 
JEWS 


OTHERS 


INTRATHECAL MRO sa ROP aie sre a 


NON-MUSLIMS | 9,800 | 63.2 |10,440 10,950 | 70.6 


MUSLIMS 5,700 | 36.8] 5,910 4,550 | 29.4 


TOTAL 


4 
ranma ar nCnE ARON tt A AONE ET nr memantine nnemimtn ans e 


115,500 | 100.0 |16, 350 


Ubicini, end ed. 


15,580 | 100.0 | 
; 


a 
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F - RACIAL COMPOSITION OF THE POPULATION, 1844-1863: 

The 1844 census was not broken down by racial composition. Race 
and nationality were still alien concepts to the Ottomans; they 
simply did not think in these terms. To reckon the numbers of 
different nationality groups, therefore, one has to rely on the 


observations of the Western writers. 


In 21 works there is information about the racial distribution 
of the Ottoman population in Europe between 1844 and 1863. The 
total population figures indicated in three of these works"> do 
not correspond to the general findings of the 1844 census, so 
that they can be excluded from the following analysis, the ob- 
jective of which is to depict the racial composition in conjunc- 
tion with the 1844 census, In a forth work" the tributary 
states are not taken into consideration, so it would not be 
meaningful to compare its numbers with the numbers of other works 
where tributaries are included. Ina fifth gore ythe Tinie avs 
reported to be "700,000 according to various statisticians," 

but then this figure is considered small by the author himself 


&? Apparently, the 


who was a traveller in the Ottoman Empire, 
"various statisticians" whom Montémont is referring to are 

Urquhart and Boué (Cf. Tables VII and VIII). The fact that 

no writer of the 1844-1863 period,(when more reliable informa- 

tion was available than the previous periods),estimated the 

number of Turks as low as 700,000, makes one exclude the follo- 

wers of Urquhart and Boué from analyses of racial distribution 

of Ottoman population in the Balkans, Elimination of these five 
works leaves us with 16 works, or actually with eight tables 

to be integrated, because the figures preserved in some of these 
works are identical. The figures of the second edition of Ubicini's 
Lettres are most often repeated.** These figures are preserved 

in the first column of the following Table XI. In the second 

column of Table XI, the different figures of the eight tables, 
inclusive of the Lettres' second edition, are integrated on the 
following basis: First, the percentage of each racial group in 

the total population is computed for each one of the tables. Se- 


cond, the means of percentages are computed for each racial group. 


4 
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Finally, the total population of the Ottoman State in Europe 
including the tributaries is assumed to be 15,500,000, and ac- 
cording to the means of percentages for each racial group the 
numbers of different racial groups are calculated on the basis 
of 15,500,000. 


TABLE XI - RACIAL COMPOSITION OF THE OTTOMAN 
POPULATION IN EUROPE, 1844-1863, ACCORDING TO 
WRITERS WHO WERE INFORMED OF THE 1844 CENSUS“? 


! Accord'g to lsteand eds 
According to 2nd ed. of lof Ubicini's Lettres, Ian 


| Ubioint's Lettres ort tohy Zesed, Redon. Hol 
bert. 
Population % i Population % 
Bulgars | . 3,000,000 
Other Slavs 3,200,000 
SLAVS ee 399 6,798, 300 43.9 
TURKS 2,116,000 13.7 1,596,500 10.3 
ROMANIANS 4,000,000 25.7 4,061,000 26.2 
ALBANTANS 1,500,000 9.9 1,457,000 944 
GREEKS 1,000,000 6.4 1,061,750 6.8 
ARMENTANS 400, 000 2.6 
JEWS 70,000 0.4 eee a 
GIPSIES 214,000 1.4 
OTHERS - = 


TOTAL 15,500,000 100.0 | 15,500,000 
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CHAPTER V - OTTOMAN POPULATION IN EUROPE, 1864-1877 


A - POLITICAL EVENTS: 

Technically speaking, the Ottoman Empire did not lose any ter- 
ritories in Europe between 1830 and 1878. Nevertheless, its 
disintegration continued and even intensified in the second half 
of the same period, that is in the period 1864-1877 the subject 


matter of the present chapter. 


During this period, the dependency of the tributary areas, with 
the exception of Samos, was so nebulous that a significant number 
of writers for good reasons preferred not to include the tribu- 
taries in their population analyses, and those who did, did so 
only to delineate the formal nature of Ottoman suzerainty. In 
1864, under Western pressure, the Porte had no choice but to 
sign the Istanbul Protocol announcing the unification of the 
"Principalities" Moldavia and Wallachia, an event which laid the 
groundwork for today's Romentac” In 1867 Belgradeand other 
Serbian fortresses were evacuated by the last of their Turkish 
troops and Serbia became virtually independent although — Ot- 


toman flag continued to fly there beside the Serbian one.” Mon- 
tenegro, being the Mountainous country it is, had traditionally 
enjoyed some degree of autonomy under the Ottomans. Yet not un- 
til the 1858 protocol and then the 186¢e Scutari Treaty did the 
Porte internationally acknowledge Montenegro's autonomy, once 
more under Western pressure,‘ Hence, from 1860's onwards, stu- 
dents of the Ottoman Empire included Montenegro among the "tri- 


butary states". 


There was no change in the privileged-sancak status of Samos; 
another important island, namely Crete, however, attained a 
Similar yet more strict status in 1868. Crete revolted in 1866 
with the desire of joining the Kingdom of Greece. It required 
the action of a strong force and intense diplomatic activity 
and two years' time before the Ottomans repressed the revolt 


and then only on the condition that the Christians would be 
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granted special rights in the administration of the island. 
Another major insurrection occurred in Herzegovine. This in- 
surrection led to a war with Serbia and Montenegro which in 
return paved the way to the 1877 Russo-Turkish War. The Russo- 
Turkish War was a significant blow to the Ottoman presence in 
Europe, but the Consequences of this war shall be delineated 


further in the work, 


The disintegration of the Ottoman Empire in this period inten- 
sified despite the fact that reorganization efforts continued 
under two prominent leaders, Ali and Fuat Pashas. Among these 
efforts, reorganization of millets (religious communities) and 
provincial administrative reforms are relevant to our subject. 
Amendments were made in the respective constitutions of the Greek- 
Orthodox, Armenian and Jewish millets, according to which lay 
participation in the administration of the communities increased 
and the power of the clergy diminished. The Porte also saw to 
it that the amendments were effectively applied. On the other 
hand, the independence of the Bulgarian Church from the Greek- 
Orthodox Patriarchate was granted in 1870. Reorganization of 
various millets may or may not have eased the impending breach 
between the Muslim and non-Muslim communities, as was its in- 
tention, but it did contribute to a growing national conscious- 


6 
ness. 


Provincial reforms were further efforts to reintegrate the 
country, more successful in attaining its purpose but still 
doomed to failure. The Ottomans believed that the state could 
be saved through sound public administration, that is, through 
good government and equitable treatment of citizens. A decree 
regarding the general-provinces (eyalets, called vilayets after 
the decree) proposed in 1864 a centralized provincial adminis- 
trative system with certain mechanisms to take local needs into 
consideration. After it was tested for three years in the eya~ 


lets of Silistria, Vidin and Nissa, which were collectively 
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referred to as the Danube (Tuna) Vilayet, the Vilayet law was 


gradually extended to other provinces also. 


After the deaths of the distinguished Fuat and Ali pashas in 
1869 and 1871 respectively the reform attempts of the Ottoman 
State came to a halt, and, in a way, proved to be still pretty 
much dependant on the energies of certain individual talents 

and therefore superficial. Sultan Abdulaziz and his vizirs, 
especially Mahmud Nedim Pasha, undid most of the accomplishments 
of Ali and Fuat pashas within five years. Among other retros- 
pective steps, the new Vilayet system was virtually abandoned. 
To these five years Davison rightfully refers to as a "period 

of chaos". Alongside careless and irresponsible actions on the 
part of both the Porte and the Palace and the consequent "sense- 
less administrative chaos" the people, and tnerefore the state, 
were to suffer from agricultural and financial crises, famine 
and unusual weather conditions. First the draughts, and then 
the "hard winter coupled with floods when the deep snow melted," 
and the earthquakes and plague and epidemics caused a "noticable 
depopulation," particularly in the agricultural districts in 
Anatolia, but European provinces were also affected. Brigands 
reappeared in many provinces, not unnaturally under all these 
conditions. The state was forced to take drastic measures, such 
as forbidding grain exports, especially from the districts of 


Rustchuk and Vidin, to meet the domestic needs, and, finally, 


partially defaulting on the Ottoman bonds to avoid the financial 
crisis. But in the end these desperate measures served only to 
hasten the fall of the Suitan.® 


Sultan Abdulaziz was replaced briefly by Murad IV in 1876 and 
then by Abdulhamit II in the same year.” The outstanding figure 
of the coup and the man of the times was Midhat Pasha until his 
exile in 1877. Midhat Pasha was a great provincial administrator, 
and had other worthy qualities too, but he was not much of a 


vizir, However, an evaluation of his achievements is beyond 
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the scope of this wou” Here, we should confine ourselves to 
the discussion of the Ottoman population in Evrope during 1864- 
1877. 


B += THE METHOD USED IN ANALYZING OTTOMAN 
POPULATION IN EUROPE, 1864 - 1877 : 


There seems to be four different groups of population estimates 
for the period 1864-1877, and four corresponding sets of figures 
each depending on some sort of official or semi-official data. 
In this chapter, first, these four categories of figures will 

be analyzed separately and a geographical population distribu- 
tion table will be compiled for each categorye Second, these 
four tables will be correlated with the objective of reaching 

a@ conclusion about the European population of the Ottoman State 
exclusive of its tributaries. Third, the population of the tri- 
butary countries or provinces will be discussed. Fourth, the 
religious affiliations of the population will be analyzed. 


Last, the racial origins will be contemplated. 


It must be recalled at this point that the Ottoman government 
was preoccupied with intensive provincial reforms during this 
period and the provincial boundaries were readjusted several 
times. Consequently, various statistics about the geographical 
distribution of the population rarely match and it requires an 
enormous amount of concentrated effort to reach a stage where 
one can make any reliable conclusions. The figures of various 
sources must be readjusted according to one particular frame- 
work in order to make meaningful comparisions. The framework 
that is used in this chapter for comparative purposes is the 
official administrative provincial division of the Ottoman lands 


in Europe in 1876. 


Prior to 1864 there were 15 general-provinces (eyalet) in Europe 
inclusive of tributaries, ~~ The vilayet (general-province) law 
of 1864 proposed larger administrative units. So, by the year 


1869 there were 10 general-provinces, again inclusive of tribu- 
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tavieas° After the deaths of the reformer 4li Pasha (1871), 
however, there was once more a trend towards smaller administra- 
tive anda Hence, by 1876 Ottoman Empire in Europe consis- 
ted of 1l immediate general-provinces (vilayet) and Istanbul, 
and four tributary principalities. The immediate general-pro- 
vinces and their respective provinces (sancak), and the four 


tributaries were the Povowinas** 


Immediate provinces: 
-- Istanbul 


(1) EDIRNE (Adrianople) 

- Edirne 

- Tekirdag (Rodosto) 
Gelibolu (Gallipoli) 
- Filibe (Phillippopoli) 
- fslimiye (Sliven) 


(2) TUNA (Danube) 
- Ruscuk (Rustchuk) 
- Varna 
- Vidin 
- Tulca (Toultcha) 
- Tirnova (Turnov) 


(3) SOPYA (Sofia) 
- Sofya 
~ Nis (Nish or Nissa) 


(4) SELANIK (Salonica) 
- Selanik 
- Serez (Seres) 
- Drama 


(5) BOSNA (Bosnia) 
- Saray (Serayevo) 
- tzvornik (Svornik) 
- Benaluka (Bania-Luka) 
- Travnik 
- Yenipazar (Novibazar ) 


(6) HERSEK (Herzegovina) 
- Hersek 
- Gogka (Gatzko) 


(7. MANASTIR (Monastir) 
- Manastir (Bitolia) 
- Prizren (Prisrend) 
- Usktip (Scoplia) 
- Debre (Divra) 
- Koritza (Korytza) 
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(8) YANYA (Janina) 
- Yanya 
~ Tirhala (Trikala) 
- Ergeri (Argyrikastro) 
- Preveze (Prevesa) 
- Berat 


(9) ISKODRA (Scodra) 
- tskodra (Scutari) 


(10)CEZAYEIR-f BAHR-f SEFTD (The islands of the Mediterrenean) 
- Biga 
- Midilli (Lesbos) 
~ Sakiz (Chios) 
~ Rodos (Rhodes) 
- tstankéy (Cos) 
Kibris (Cyprus) 


(11)GciRID (Crete) 
~- Hanya (Khania) 
- Kandiye (Candia or Iraklion) 
- Resmo (Retimo) 

Isfakiye (Sphakio) 

Lasit (Lashid ) 


Tributaries: 

-~- Eflak-BoSdan (Wallachia-Moldavia) 
-- Sirbistan (Serbia) 

-- Karadag (Montenegro) 


-- Sisam (Samos). 


To repeat, the framework that is used in this chapter in depicting 
the geographical distribution of the Ottoman population in Europe 
during 1864-1877, is essentially based on the 1876 administrative 
divisions. Cyprus, however, will be excluded from the discus- 
sions and the remaining provinces of Cezayir-i Bahr-i Seftd (The 
Mediterrenean islands) will be renamed as the "Aegean islands". 
It must be clear that Biga, a sancak of the Cezayir-i Bahr-i 
Sefid, is mainly a continental Anatolian province. Nevertheless, 
it will not be separated from the Aegean islanas.!? Many authors 
did not make such a distinction. Besides, Biga did comprise 

some some Aegean islands such as Imbroz (Imroz) and Tenedos (Boz- 
caada) as well as Marmara and [mrali islands. The administra- 
tive situation of the two important Aegean islands, Samadrek and 
Thasos, is not certain to us; neither is that of the less impor- 


tant sporadic islands the names of which are rarely mentioned 
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in the contemporary lists of administrative divisions. [In any 
case, depicting the population of the the "Aegean islands" will 
prove to be verging on the impossible given the contradictions 


in various accounts, as it will be clear later in this study. 


Depicting the population of istanbul will also be very difficult 
due to varying definitions of "Istanbul" used by different wri- 
ters. Keeping in mind these problematic points we can now dis- 
cuss the distribution of the Ottoman population in the immediate 


provinces. 


C - TERRITORIAL DISTRIBUTION OF OTTOMAN 
POPULATION IN IMMEDIATE EUROPEAN PROVINCES: 


(1) 11.0 - 13.0 million range: 

The Ottoman Ministry of Finance published a semi-official book 
about the empire in the year 1867 under the direction and guidance 
of the "imperial steward" Salaheddin Bey. The population figures 
given in this work are preserved in Table XII below. These fi- 
gures are quite high,adding upto 13.487 million and they were 
subject to criticism after they were published. Nevertheless, 
Salaheddin Bey's figures influenced other writers and they have 
been the main source of inspiration for the population estimates 
which fall in the 11.0-13.5 million range. 


Another influential student of the Ottoman population who came 

out with quite high figures was Reclus, a geographer. Reclus'ts 
total was 11,470-80, 000, and this figure he had arvived at through 
comparing several different accounts rather than the original 
research. Reclusts figures are also preserved in Table XII. The 
figures which appear in the remaining 15 works falling in the 
11,0-13.5 million category owe their figures admittedly or ap- 
parently to Reclus and Salaheddin Bey. The mean, median and mode 

of these figures are all 12,000,000,?° 


The territorial distribution of the Ottoman population in Europe 
ascording to the writers of this category is virtually impossible 


to figure out because the provincial boundaries were continously 


altered and only a few writers attempted a geographical analysis 
of the population, and that at different times. Nevertheless, 
it is attempted in Table XII to integrate the figures provided 
by Salaheddin Bey and Reclus with the help of two less compatible 
works, those of H. Baron and C. Hoch.?" The adopted general total 
figure of Table XII is the mean of the figures given by the 17 
writers of the 11.0-13.5 million category. 

TABLE XII ~- TERRITORIAL DISTRIBUTION OF THE OTTOMAN POPULATION, 


1864-1877, ACCORDING TO SALAHEDDIN BEY AND RECLUS AND OTHER 
WRITERS OF THE 11.0~-13.5 MILLION CATEGORY (in 1000's) 


Salaheddin Mean of Se+ Adopted 
VILAYETS Bey Reclus laheddin B figu re 
Pee iu ah _jand ak a 
~ istanbul 490 2 
: 3,900 | : : 
1 Adrianople | 2,000 [2,000/ | /2,000/ 
2 Danube 3,000 3,000 
3,700 
= Sofia 700 
4 Sédlonica 662 650 
4,787 | 7,684 
5 Janina /1,218/7 1,200 
6 Monastir 
[2,0007 2,000 
7 Scodra 
8 Bosnia 
9 Herzegovine 


10 Crete 


nema mtatinati entree Pennant nether mnemonic 
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It should be evident from Table XII that the figures of Salahed- 
din Bey and Reclus for Istanbul and the Aegean islands are in- 
compatible. Implicitly, Salaheddin Bey's figure includes the 
the Asian suburbs of istanbul as well as the European suburbs. 
Reclus's figure, however, explicitly excludes the Asian suburbs. 
Taking means would not be meaningful when figures involved were 
related to different entities. A similar situation seems to 
exist in case of the islands. Salaheddin Bey gave one figure 
for both Crete and the "* Islands" ,(700,000), and clearly stated 
that this figure excluded Cyprus although it included Samos. The 
population of Samos could by no means be as high as to cause a 
450,000 difference between Salaheddin Bey's and Reclus's figures. 
The real cause of the difference has to remain unexplained at 


least temporarily. 


(2) 10.0 - 11.0 million range: 
There were 11 writers who believed that the Ottoman population 
in Europe during 1864-1877 was somewhere between 10.0-11.0 mil- 
19 


lion, excluding the tributaries. In fact, the mean, median and 


mode of the figures indicated in these writers' works are all 
10,500,000, Among them Ubicini's Etat present de 1l'Empire Ottoman, 
published in 1876, provided the highest total figure. Neverthe- 
less, Ubicini criticized the even higher figure of Salaheddin 
Bey. Ubicini claimed that Salaheddin Bey's figures were not in 
accordance with other official statistics based on the 1844 cen- 
sus returns. Ubicini himself based his research on partial cen- 
suses recently conducted in various vilayets and concluded that 
official data did not permit an estimation of Ottoman population 
higher than 11,000,000 inhabitants excluding the trioutaries. 
Ubicini furthermore claimed that the Ottoman population, espe- 
cially the Muslim population, decreased considerably rather than 
increased since the 1840's.°° Ubicini'ts figures are preserved 


in Table XII.below. ‘these figures, contrary to Ubicini's claim, 


suggest a minor population increase when compared to the statis- 
tics of the 1844-1863 period. 
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Another work of this category which made use of official data is 


a Registrande, published in 1869. There the population of Euro- 


Bean Ottoman Empire is iridicated to be 10,510,000.°+ The—reason- 


work—seens—to—be—itsearlierdste, The Registrande's figures 
are also preserved in Table XIII. Ubicini's work and the Regis- 
trande are the only sources in this category which give informa- 
tion on the territorial distribution of the Ottoman State. The 
adopted total figure is the mean of the figures indicated by the 
eleven works in this category. 


TABLE XIII - TERRITORIAL DISTRIBUTION OF THE 
OTTOMAN POPULATION, 1864-1877, ACCORDING TO 
THE REGISTRANDE AND UBICINI (in 1000's) ae 


Mean of Re- 


A : Adopted 
ViLAYETS Registrande] Ubicini gistarnde figures 


(1876 ) 


ee oe i ene ee reer S 


and Ubicim 


[5207 2 


istanbul [4007 
1 Adrianople £1,400/ 1,500 
2 Danube 
3,000 2,591 2,796 2,800 
3 Sofia 
4 Bosnia 1.100 1.2 ; 
A 9233 1,166 1,200 
Herzegovine 
Splonica 510 


1,465 


Monastir 


1,440 


5 
6 
7 Janina 
8 
9 


Scodra 405 


10 Crete 


1l Aegean islands 
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It is evident in Table XIII that once more different estimates 
for Istanbul are incompatible. Implicitly, Ubicini's figure 
includes the Asian suburbs while the Registrande's does not. 

The adopted number of 520,000 for the population of tstanbul 

in the last column of Table XIII is really only a mathematical 
conclusion; once the total population is assumed to be 10,500,000, 


that is the mean of the category. 


(3) 8.0 - 9.0 million range: 
In 16 works the immediate population of the Ottoman State in 


Europe in 1864-1877 appears to be between 8.2 and 9.0 million. 
The mean of these numbers is 8,420,000, and their mode and median 
are both 8, 400,000.72 Wladimir Yakshity's research was the main 
source for most of the works of this category. Yakshity'was the 
head of the Statistics Department at Belgrade, and he professed 
that he took the greater part of his data from the provincial 
archives or official unpublished documents.“4 Yakshity's research 
was made known to the public first by E. Behm and H. Wagner in 
the 1874 edition of their Die Bevoelkerung der Erde. Quoting 

from "extended correspondence with Yakshity," the authors noted 
that Yakshity assumed the 1844 census results to be definitely 
too high. Yakshity also wrote to Behm and Wagner that he had 
succeeded in making friends in the capitals of the Ottoman vila- 
yets. These friends had access to official sources and had sup- 
plied Yakshity with official information about the population of 
the Ottoman Empire. At that date, that is in 1874, Yakshity's 
research was still in progress since he requested new data in 
case of even the slightest doubt. The data supplied were the 
result of a censusexecuted in 1864, and were by no means estimates. 
This census had enumerated only the male population, but Yakshity 
intended to multiply its findings by two and reach the tentative 
conclusion that the Ottoman population in Europe in 1864-65 was 
7,860,000 or,in round numbers, 8,000,000 souls. The racial-re- 
ligious distribution of this population was as follows: 4,550,000 
Christians composed of 1,000,000 Serbians, 2,000,000 Bulgarians, 
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1,000,000 Greeks, 250,000 Albanians, 200,000 Wallaques. and 
100, 000 Armenians, plus 3,380,000 Muhammedans and 70,000 jewa.?? 
Behm and Wagner also possessed .figures onterritorial partition 
of the Ottoman population according to Yakshity but did not pub- 
lish these figures until the 1875 edition of their Die Bevoelke- 
rung der Erde, According to these figures, however, the total 
population seemed to be 8,397,529, that is higher than the Yak- 
shity's previous total.* In fact, other writers who referred 
to Yakhsity as their main source gave figures as high as 8,500,000, 
The following Table XIV is an attempt to combine the figures 

of different writers who based their works essentially on Yak- 
shity's research, The "Means" column of Table XII must be con- 
sidered as Yakshity's findings. The "Adopted" column takes into 
consideration the figures of other writers of the category.-°&- 
It should be noticed, however, that the adopted figures are very 


Close to the means, 
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TABLE XIV - TERRITORIAL DISTRIBUTION OF THE 
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1864-1877, 


OTTOMAN POPULATION IN EUROPE, 
ESSENTIALLY ACCORDING TO YAKSHITY'S RESEARCH 
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It is quite probable that Yakshity's research was based on data 
which were indeed the returns of a census. Although no where 
else except in Yakshity's letter to Behm and Wagner is there 
mention of a census in the year 1864, the vilayet law of the 
same year does suggest that. Highranking Ottoman officials of 
this period were practical statesmen with a concern for good 
administration. It is possible that they had demanded the 
enumeration of residents of each province before attempting any 


reforms, 


Yakshity's figures covered not only the population of each vila- 
yet but also the population of each sancak as well as the Mus- 
lim, non-Muslim proportions in all vilayets and sancaks. A 

close examination of his figures makes it certain that while 
Muslims were in a majority in some sancaks, Christians were in 

a majority in most others. The sancaks which had a higher con- 
centration of Muslims were Drama, Berat, Prisrend, Divra, Rust- 
chuk, Toultcha, Varna, Serayevo, and Novibazar. In the sancaks 
of Sliven (Selimiye), Argyrikastro, Korytza, Svornik, arid Scodra 
about half the population were Muslims. Vilayetwise, the Mus- 
lims were in the majority only in Istanbul and Monastir, while 


in SQlonica and Scodra they comprised about half the sGuitavione’ 


It must be duly mentioned, however, that various authors criti- 
cized Yakshity's figures as being low. Among them were Behm 

and Wagner, who were first to introduce Yakshity's research. 
Another writer, J. Baker, also criticised Yakshity by claiming 
that it was to the disadvantage of the people that their exact 
number be known by the officials and they tried every possible 
means to avoid it. Tipping the officials was an effective means 
to pursuade the census takers to overlook certain persons. So, 
if Yakshity based his figures exclusively on official data then 


2? Ravenstein, who provided 


they were probably underestimated. 
in 1876 one of the most detailed versions of Yakshity's research, 


must also have had a similar opinion, for the figure in another 
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work of his dated 1877, is as high as 9,661,000. °° Nevertheless, 
even if Yakshity's figures were low, there is no reason to doubt 
the information he gives on the proportions of Muslims and non- 
Muslims in each province. After all, both communities had equal- 
ly good reasons to conceal their exact number: conscription in 


case of the former and taxation in case of the latter. 


(4) 9.0 - 10.0 million range: 


There are 17 works in which the Ottoman population in Europe 

during 1864-1877 is depicted as between 9.0 and 10.0 million.?+ 

The mean, median, and mode of these figures are all about 9,700, 
000. The outstanding work of the category is Kutschera's, Kut- 
schera's influence on the other writers of the category and also 

on writers like Ubicini was explicit and significant. Kutschera, 
who was the Austro-Hungarian consul at Rustchuk, collected his 

data from the Ottoman Yearbooks (Salname) of the years 1870-1874. 
According to Kutschera the information contained in the Salnames 
was subject to question and could not claim absolute accuracy but 
as they were compiled by official authorities they were more trust- 
worthy than travel accounts or information supplied by religious 
groups or organizations. 
Kutschera's detailed account included information on general pro- 
vinces and their subdivisions as well as information on the Muslin, 
non-Muslim proportions, but only for the male population of the 
continental provinces of European Ottoman Empire. Ravenstein's 
"The population of Russia and Turkey", published in 1877, was 
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an attempt to complete Kutschera's statistics. Ravenstein 
based his account essentially on Kutschera's. He multiplied 
Kutschera's figures by two to include female population. Ravens- 
tein also gave figures about the population of Istanbul and Crete. 
He did not give information on the Aegean islands, Apparently 
Ravenstein computed his figures for [stanbul and Crete by com- 


paring different accounts. In fact, most of the writers of 


this category reached their figures on a comparative basis, that 
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TABLE XV - TERRITORIAL DISTRIBUTION OF OTTOMAN 
POPULATION IN EUROPE, 1864-1877, ACCORDING TO WRITERS 
OF THE 9,0-10,0 MILLION CATEGORY (in 1000's) 36 
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(5) Summary and conclusion: 


There are 61 works which give information about the population 

of Ottoman State in Europe during 1864-1877. The figures supplied 
by these works can be categorized into four groups. This we 

have done in the preceeding discussion, the findings of which 

are summarized in Tables XVI and XVII. Table XVI is an attempt 

to summarize the total population figures. Table: XVII is an 
attempt to summarize and draw conclusions on the territorial 


distribution of the population. 


TABLE XVI - TOTAL POPULATION OF 
THE IMMEDIATE PROVINCES OF THE 
OTTOMAN STATE IN EUROPE, 1864-1877 


GROUPS . AVERAGES (in 1000's) 
(in millions) Mean 
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It can be concluded according to Table XVI that the Ottoman 
population in Europe during the discussed period was about 
10,150,000. Any conclusions about the territorial distribu- 


tion of this population necessitates further discussion. 
Bach one of the groups of Table XVZhas at least one work de- 
riving its information from the official or semi-official sour- 
wes. In this sense, Yakshity, Kutschera, Ubicini and Salaheddin 
Bey are the key writers in each group respectively. In their 
research they relied on official sources at different times 


during the period covered. Although the works of these writers 
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should be emphasized more in any population discussion, other 
accounts which were the works of travellers, geographers, sta- 
tisticians, diplomats and foreign military officers, must also 
be taken into consideration as a crosscheck of official data. 

Especially those who provide information about the territorial 


distribution of the population. 


A major question that still remains to be answered is why there 
were significant differences between various accounts, even bet- 
ween those which relied heavily on official sources. One reason 
may be the time factor. It would be only natural that population 
at beginning of the period would be somewhat different than the 
population at the end of the period. However, the information 
in our possession does not permit us by any means to make con- 
cessions for time differences. Salaheddin Bey's and Yakshity's 
figures, for example, are respectively the highest and lowest 
figures we have although they wane both referring to approxima- 
tely the same interval, that is 1864-1870. The difference bet - 
ween these figures is about 5,100,000. Kutschera and Ubicini, 
on the other hand, were essentially referring to the interval 
1870-1876, The difference between their figures is less but 

not insignificant: 1,334,000. 


Another reason for the differences between various accounts may 
be that different writers had dissimilar geographical defini- 
tions of the "Ottoman State in Europe". Indeed, a careful exa- 
mination of our data suggests that this was the case. Among 
these writers there was no disagreement that Adrianople. Danube, 
Sofia, Selonica, Janina, Monastir, Scodra, Bosnia and Herze- 
govine were in} BEropean part of the Ottoman State. In fact, when 
the isolated population figures for these general-provinces are 
compared the difference between unequal accounts calculates to 
be less than the differences which occur when Istanbul, the Ae- 


gean islands and Crete are also included. 
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The difference between Salaheddin Bey's and Yakshity's figures. 
for the above mentioned continental territories is about 3,200, 
000.2” The difference between Ubicinits and Kutschera's figu- 


res for the same territories is only 568,000. 


In the case of Crete there was not much controversy about its 
population; most writers accepted a figure of between 200,000 
and 240,000. A higher figure is Ravenstein'ts 275,000, but this 
figure refers to the end of the period (1877) and is, therefore, 
less exceptional than it may be thought at first sight. 


In the case of Istanbul's population the various accounts rarely 
agree. Among those who used official sources, Salaheddin Bey 
provided a figure of somewhere between 1,500,000 and 2,000,000, 
when the suburbs were included. His figure for the city itself 
was 800,000, 28 
and 307,000.77 Kutschera did not provide a figure for Istanbul 
but his follower Ravenstein's figure is 685,000. 685,000 was 
also favorfed by writers like Cammerer and Steinhauser. Reclus 
thought Istanbul was 490,000. Ubicini's figure is 1,200,000, 
but he did not specify the territory he was referring to. In 


Yakshity's figure is somewhere between 304,000 


fact,there is only one work, namely Carte ethnographi ue, where 
the populations of the Asian and European sections of Istanbul 
were separately indicated. According to this work, "Istanbul 
in Europe" was 327,750, and Istanbul in Asia" was 796,000, so 
the population of Istanbul (city or province?) was 1,123,750.°° 
According to Palma, who claimed that his figures were compiled 
from "recent official data," the population of Istanbul was only 
305,000, 4+ Carl Sax, the Austro-Hungarian consul in Adrianople, 
provided varying figures at different dates. In 1873, he said 
that the population of Istanbul was 8-900, 000. 4° In 1877, he 
claimed there were 1,400,000 souls living in the "Province 
(Bezirk) of Istanbul", 43 Again in 1877 he claimed that the 

44 Nijeholt maintained that 


it was virtually impossible to depict Istanbul's population be- 


population of Istanbul was 600,000, 
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cause there was no census that had accounted for Istanbul. Nije- 
holt said that other writers had evaluated it at 5-600,000 souls 
in 1866-1868, *? 


It must be clear from the foregoing discussion that various ac~ 
counts about the population of Istanbul are often contradictory. 
The main reason for this seems to be due to alternating defini- 
tions of "Istanbul". Some writers were referring to "Istanbul, 
the city in Europe," while others were talking of "Istanbul, the 
province in Europe and Asia", Here it shall quite arbitrarily 
be assumed that "Istanbul, the city and its suburbs" had a 
population of 600,000 souls. By the city of Istanbul and its f 
suburbs we mean "the gathering of boroughs and villages which 
border on the banks of the sea of Marmara and the Bosphorus, 
from San Stefano and the Princess Islands to the Black sea",*° 
: t 
In the case of the Aegean islands, the incompatability of various 
estimates once more suggest that different accounts were refer- 
ring to diverse territories. In fact, not a few writers alto- 
gether ignored the Aegean islands as European land. Others 
considered only some of the Aegean islands as parts of Europe. 
Still otherggrouped Cyprus and the Marmara islands together with 
the Aegean islands. Samos also was often grouped with the 
"Islands" despite its autonomy. In other words, various writers 
followed either one of the following three courses: they provi- 
ded no figures (for example most writers of the 8.0~-9,0 million 
range),or they provided a very low number such as 25,000 (Carte) 
or 40,000 (Reclus), or they provided numbers as high as 500,000 
(Registrande) or 420,000 (Ubicini,1876). A relatively detailed 
account concerning the population of the Islands was Synvet's 
An Kthnological Map. Synvet gave 320,000 as the population of 
the Aegean islands" excluding Samos and Cyprus. This seems to 


be a reasonable estimate. In our work, it shall be assumed 


that the population of the Aegean islands was 285,000 during 
the period 1864-1877. 


conclusion of the foregoing discussion on Ottoman population. 


cas The following Table XVII. is a summary and 
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- TERRILORLAL DISTRIBUTION OF OTLYUMAN POPULATION 


IN #UROPE, 1864-1877, IMM#DIATH PROVINCES ONLY (in 1000's) 


TABLE XVII 
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D - POPULATION OF THE EUROPEAN TRIBUTARIES, 1864-1877: 

The European tributaries of the Ottoman State were Romania, 
Serbia and Montenegro. Samos was a privileged sancak,. Crete 

too enjoyed some administrative privileges, but it is more ap- 
propriate to classify Crete under the immediate provinces. The 
following Table XVIII is an attempt to integrate various accounts 
on the population of Ottoman tributaries in Europe during 1864- 
1877. Salaheddin Bey's account is not included in the calcula- 
tions because they are exceptionally low. Salaheddin Bey asser- 
ted that an appropriate figure for Romania, (i.e. the two Prin- 
cipalities or Memlekettayn) was 4,000,000 and for Serbia 1,000, 
000. Ubicini criticized Salaheddin Bey's figures claiming that 
in 1861 Romania's population was 4,424,961 according to a local 
census, and Serbia's was 1,215,576 in 1866 according to the 
Serbian Statistics, 1869.48 It seems that later in the period 
the collective population of the tributaries was as high as 
6,000,000 inhabitants. 


TABLE XVIII - THE POPULATION OF THE OTTOMAN, 4 
TRIBUTARIES IN EUROPE, 1864-1877 (in 1000's) 


TRIBUTARI&S 


Adopted 
figures 
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Romania 4,475 


Serbia 


Montenegro 


Samos 


It can be concluded according to Tables XVII and XVIII that 
the total population of the Ottoman Empire in Europe for the 
period 1864-1877 was 16,060,000. The tributaries shall be 


excluded, however, in the following discussions of the religious 
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and racial distribution of Ottoman population, as the Ottoman 
dominion over the tributaries had been significantly reduced du- 


ring this period. 


Following the Porte's reorganization of the unification of Mol- 
davia and Wallachia in 1866, Ottoman suzercvainty over the 
Principalities was reduced to the level of an insignificant an- 


98 The same was also true for Serbia. In 1867 the 


nual tribute. 
last Turkish soldiers left Serbia and not a token remained of 
Ottoman sovereignty except the annual tribute and the Turkish 
flag which flew over the Belgrad citadel beside the Serbian 
flag. Thus Belgrad and its adjacent area completely lost their 
significance for the Ottomans as a buffer against the Habsburg 
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advances. Montenegro did not even pay a tribute, and once 


the Ottoman troops were withdrawn in 1864 Montenegro became a 


31 The Ottomans were well aware 


virtually independent country. 
of the fact that the Principalities, Serbia and Montenegro were 
no longer under their control and all their attention was direc- 
ted towards the reintegration of remaining provinces. It is 
quite justifiable, therefore, that the tributaries are not in- 
cluded in the following discussions about the religious and 
racial composition of the Ottoman population in Europe during 
1864-1877. After all, in the final analysis, the nature of 


the data at hand leaves no other choice. 


E - RELIGIOUS COMPOSITION OF THE POPULATION, 1864-18773 

Table XIX is an attempt to tabulate the central tendency of the 
opinions of various writers about the religious origins of the 
Ottoman population in Europe between 1864-1877. In other words, 
the objective of Table XIX is to depict quantitatively the dif- 
ferences of opinion between various writers. The table is com- 
posed as follows: First, the proportion of each religious group 
in the grand total (immediate provinces only) given by different 
writers are computed. Second, these percentages are listed from 


the smallest to the largestfor each religious group. Third, the 
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similar percentages of different writers are grouped together, again 
for each religious group. Finally, the mean of percentages for 


each group is computed. 


TABLE XIX - CENTRAL TENDENCY OF THE OPINIONS 
OF VARIOUS WRITERS ON THE RELIGIOUS DISTRIBUTION 
OF THE OTTOMAN POPULATION IN EUROPE, 4964-1877 

(Exclusive of the Tributaries) 
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RELIGION S| sources} percentages 
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It seems that the opinion of each writer about the religious af- 
filiations of Ottoman population was determined by the nature 
of the information they possessed respectively. Some collected 
their data from ecclesiastical authorities, others relied on 
information supplied by other writers. Still others sought of- 
ficial data. Among these writers the ones who relied on offi- 
cial data should be emphasized, because, as Kutschera put it, 
data provided by particular churches was often misleading, while 
official information was far more reliable even though it was 


not altogether immune from errors. >> 


Muslim, non-Muslim ratios favored by writers who relied on of- 
ficial information are higher than the ratios of those writers 
who depended on other sources. Yakshity's figures,for example, 
indicate that 43.0 % of the Ottoman population was Muslims, 56.3% 
Christian, and 0.7 % Jewish. Ubicini's figures are very close 
to Yakshity's: 43.9 % Muslim, and 56.1 % non-Muslim. Other 
official! information is limited to the continental provinces, 
that is they exclude Istanbul, Crete and the Islands. The ri- 
gures provided by Ubicini, Kutschera, Yakshity and Sax for the 
Muslim, non-Muslim proportions in the continental provinces 
reveal that Muslims composed the 42-44 % and the non-Muslims 
56-58 % of the total population of these places, 24 In short, 
it can be assumed, on the basis of official information, that 
in the period 1864-1877, about 43.0 % of the total population 
were: Muslims in the directly administered European provinces. 
(This figure is also in accordance with the information pro- 
vided by the majority of our sources. See Table XIX). This 
means 57.0 % of the same population were non-Muslims. Among 
the non-Muslims, 0.8 % of the total population were Jewish and 
1.6 % Gipsies.and others, 


The remaining 54.6 %, then, were Christians. The overwhelming 
mgjority of the Christians were affiliated with the Greek, Bul- 
garian and Armenian Orthodox Churches. Because of the limita~ 


tions of our sources it is not possible to differentiate between 
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various branches of Orthodoxy. Catholics were about 4.0 % 

of the total population and Protestants 0.3 %. Orthodox 
Christians, then, were about 50.3 % of the total population, 
The following Table XX is prepared assuming that these percen- 
tages truly represent the religious distribution of the Ottoman 


population in Europe. 


TABLE XX - RELIGIOUS COMPOSITION OF OTTOMAN POPULATION 
IN EUROPE, 1864-1877 (Exclusive of Tributaries) 


RELIGIONS % | Number 
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The figures indicated in Table XX are in agreement with the 
findings of the 1844 census, according to which the Muslims 
composed 36-37 % of the total population. (Ubicini's figure 

for 1844 was 29.4 %. See Table X). The Principalities, Serbia, 
and Montenegro, where the Christians were proportionately more 
numerous than in the other European parts of the Ottoman Empire??, 
are included in the 1844 figures, while they are excluded in 
Table XX. When necessary allocations are made the Muslims com- 


pute to about 43.0 4 of the population of the immediate provin- 
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ces of the Ottoman State in Europe in 1844, according to Ubicini, 
and 51-52 % according to Ahmet Vefik Pasa and Boré. According 

to the Journal de Constantinople the same percentage would be 
48.447 Comparision of the available official information for 
the 1864-1877 period and the results of the 1844 census suggests 
that the Muslim population did not increase as much as the Chris- 
tian . The eyewitness accounts of contemporary writers like 
Ubicini and Reclus and other travellers tended also in the same 


direction. 


Muslim, non-Muslim population ratios of the Ottoman Empire for 
this period can be depicted at general-provincial (vilayet) 
level also. There are several works which include such detailed 
information as based on official data. The findings of these 
works are integrated in Table XXI as follows: First,the percen- 
tage share of the Muslims in the general-province figure given 
by each writer is calculated. Second, the mean of the percen- 
tages for each general-province is taken and the mean percen- 
tage of the Muslims in each general~province is figured. Third, 
the number of Muslims in each general-province is found by ap- 
plying the mean percentages to the provincial population figures 
adopted in Table XVII. Last, the numbers thus achieved are ad- 
justed so that the total number of Muslims calculated to be 
4,364,500 in accordance with Table XX. 


82 


Sci oa Me 
2 | 209° OF | | 096 6L | UP? | / | sunny 
a : | OG, Gh foo | 0%, Bh | rod ! iG | 724) | 
2 4 | ods | 00/ | 009 ZS | 9 4 | aeincbacsyy | 
: ong C9 | 00g | 000 't% | hh | h | wuseg | 
8 3 oof “Ui | 00/ | 200 “/h/ | Lh | is wspar 
2 : 009 “hE | 009 | 000° 48 | 9g | 5 | Sipovys | 
a | ep‘oth =| oer op ety | | omeyp 
7 ee C2 er wrepy 
: 4 oor ‘Ast | oof | aor ‘AS , ge | é | hs 
: 3 | 009 ‘Sh6 | 909 | 000 ‘Shé | Sb : ho agutog 
1S oy ‘16S = : ook ‘He 6 8 goloverpy 
H : 008 ‘ThE | oor | @00 "ChE Lg | 9 | jOgYeyy | 
RG A ee , 
eS pens fo sapuny guaupseley , Zz nto foes | Pp me P omen | SLIBVIA | 


83 


Official data on Muslim, non-Muslim proportions in the period 
1864-1877 permits an even more detailed analysis of the popu- 
lation at the sancak level. Such an analysis of the geographical 
distribution of the Muslim population reveals interesting results. 
The Muslims were concentrated in a belt which extended from Is- 
tanbul over Gallipoli, Drama, Seres, S@lonica, Scoplia, Prisrend, 
Berat, Novibazar, Sarejevo, Bihaty, and Herzegovine on one 

hand, and over Adrianople, eastern Sliven, eastern Rustchuk, 
Varna, and southern Tulcha on the other. The Muslims consisted 
of over 50 % of the population in Drama (84-85%), Berat (78%), 
Divra (91-92%), Prisrend (72-73%), Novibazar (51-62%), Sarejevo 
(51-56%), Bihaty (50-53%), Varna (71-73%), Rustchuk (58-59% of 
the entire population of the sancak, a much higher percentage 

in the eastern kazas; i.e. when Sishtova, Plevna, and Nicopoli 
are excluded), and Tulcha (52-56% of the entire sancak popula- 
tion, a higher percentage when the northern kazas of Tulcha, 
Isakcha, Mahmudie, Koestendje, and Hirsova are excluded). (For 
the distribution of the Muslims in the remaining sancaks see 

Map m°@ 


A still more detailed analysis of the religious composition 

of the Balkan countries in this period would indicate that 

on the above pictured area,where Muslims consisted of a consi-~ 
derable portion of the population (39-92%),there were certain 
towns and villages where the Muslims were in majority while in 
certain others the Christians were in majority. This clearly 
shows the heterogeneousness of Ottoman lands in Europe. Appa- 
rently the Ottoman subjects managed to coexist more or less 
peacefully until the second half of the 19th century when they 


fell on each other's throat under changed circumstances. 
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F - RACIAL COMPOSITION OF OTTOMAN POPULATION, 1864-1877: 

Table XXII is an attempt to tabulate the central tendency of 
the opinions of various writers about the racial composition 

of Ottoman population in 1864-1877. Table XXIII, on the other, 
hand, aims to integrate the opinions of the same writers. A 
close examination of both tables reveals that the "percentages" 
of Table XXIII are based on the "means of percentages" of 

Table XX. As usual, there is no official information about 

the racial distribution of the population for this period 
either, so in such an analysis one is bound to rely on the ob- 


servations of European writers. 


A comparision of Tables XXIII and II would suggest that the 
number Turks dropped from 2,755,000 (27%) in 1820's to 1,827, 
000 (18%) in 1870's. ‘his cannot be true. As already mentioned 
(p. 28), the racial affiliations as they are understood in mo- 
dern times were less known to the Balkan peoples in 1820's 
than in 1870's, This situation led the contemporary European 
writers to confuse the religions and races. Hence, while the 
non-Turkish Muslims are included among the "Turks" in Table II, 
they are included among the appropriate racial groups in 

Table XXIII. (The Bosniacs and Causacs, for example are under 
"Other Serbs", Pomaks under "Bulgars", and Armauds under "Al- 


banians"), 
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TABLE XXII - CENTRAL TENDENCY OF THE OPiNIONS OF 
VARIOUS WRITERS ON THE RACIAL DISTRIBUTION OF THE 
OTTOMAN POPULATION IN EUROPE, 1864~- at! 


[RACES a eee ee 
| pt ee 
| Bulgars | 7 | Bes0G 
| lo 33276 | 
q Hes ier mere etna 4 entrar ae i 
| | 4 19.40 
Other Slavs a ! 
| | a | 11.80 
| p20 4 a 
| ane 1 7 55.03 
| | 8 | 42,38 
| | 43 49-80 -& 
/ 28 49.13 | 
china. aps See een Ln eee 
oe , 6 | 24,48 
7 11.63 | 
| 
ae en 0c | 
j 
a ee aa 
5 16.20 
ALBANIANS | 
| | 9420 | 
| L. 13 we ae a ee le.10° oe | 
| 
|-—— Sah rorocheet acta tatin rd ee 2 moore i on + 
| GRutKS _— oe 13.50 | 
Le 84 We cn 
| RMENIANS | é | uae 
4 : 5 ! 1.24 
eee es ene 
, 16 2.91 | 
(2 4.35 
| ROMANLANS 
|  (VLACHS) | 4 | 1.60 
| | 9 | 2,58 
oo eS geet ae 


GIPS1ES 4 164 


“Total Nod sources| 33° aoe, i ae 


i i ac na a sy tb cb a at isaac at 


TABLE XAIII - RACIAL COMPOSITION OF THE OTTOMAN 


POPULATION IN EUROPE, 1864-187 


(Exclusive of the Tributaries) 
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Rocks ria oes hae ees 
Bulgars 34.0 | 3,451,000 
Other Slavs 1,522,500 

SLAVS | 4,973,500 
URKS | 1,827,000 
ALBANIANS | 1,218,000 
GREEKS | 1,218,000 
ARMENTANS | 304,500 
a ee 
GIPSIES 1.6 | 162,400 
JEWS | 0.8 | 81,200 
OTHERS ! 0.6 | 60,900 


} 
t 
4 
TOTAL 1.00.0 10,150,000 
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CHAPTER VI ~ OTTOMAN POPULATION IN EUROPE 
ACCORDING TO THE SALNAME OF THE YEAR 1877, 
BEFORE AND APTER THE BERLIN TREATY OF 1878 


A - BEFORE TH BuRLIN TReATY: 

In the Salname of the year 1877 (i.e. 1294 hicra), the Ottoman 
government published official figures of the population of pro- 
vinces. This account was different from the population infor- 
mation that had appeared in the provincial (vilayet) Salnames 

of previous years. It was complete, indicating figures for the 
li European vilayets and their 44 sancaks as well as figures 
for the Asian and African provinces. The Salname of the year 
1878 (1295 hicra) also includes a similar report on the provin- 
cial population. cOngvery Ane stele: of the 1878 Salname are 
arranged according to an/administrative division; furthermore 
there are certain inexplicable dissimilarities between the figures 
of the two Salnames even when the same provinces are referred to. 
(See t= Appendix for the original figures of both Salnames). 
The following discussion on the Ottoman population before and 
after the Berlin Treaty of 1878 shall be based for the most part 
on the 1877 Salname in order to remain consistent with the ge- 


ographical division adopted in the previous chapter. 


The account of the 1877 Salname was based on information compiled 
by the Bureau of Statistics of the Ministry of Public Instruction. 
Karal suggests that this information was the consequence of a 

new census. - Ubicini, on the other hand, did not mention a ge- 
neral census. In his "L'Empire Ottoman, ses divisions adminis- 
tratives et sa population," Ubicini maintained that the Porte 

had already asked the governors to report in detail on the popu- 
lation of their vilayets. The governors had indeed done so, but 
the numbers supplied by different governors dated in some cases 


as far back as seven years or more, and in other cases as recently 


as 1876-1877, nor were the countings conductec and operated ac- 
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cording to any certain method. In other words, the Porte had 
not designed or defined a uniform enumeration method. Later on, 
the Porte apparently accepted the information supplied by the 
provincial centers without bothering to verify or crosscheck 
them. In most cases, the basis of the enumeration had been the 
number of houses and the reports of the communal leaders. Never~ 
theless, Ubicini believed that the information supplied by the 
1877 Salname was important, for it was official data, and that 
one should compliment the Ottoman government for taking a sig- 


nificant step towards improving its statistical documentation.” 


In addition to methodological irregularities in the collection 

of data, there are certain inexplicable mathematical errors in 
the account of the 1877 salname. In the cases of some vilayets 
the separate totals for the sancaks fail to add up to the total 
given for the vilayet. Thus, while the male population of the 
vilayet Herzegovine is reported to be 193,248, the male population 
of its respective sancaks adds up to only 120,165, On tne other 
hand, the figures for the fivesancaks of the vilayet Janina total 
187,513 (male inhabitant), while the actual Salname figure for 
the entire vilayet is 141,000. likewise, the Salname figure ror 
the total male populations of Bosnia and Monastir vilayets are 
1,023,568 and 699,416 respectively, although the actual total 

of the six Bosnian sancaks is 1,013,504 and of the four Monastir 


sancaks 539,054, 


Table XXIV reproduces the figures of the 1877 Sainame; however, 

these figures are multiplied by two to compensate for the female 
population, and minor adjustments are made on tne figures so 

that the vilayet and sancak populations match. In addition to 

that adjustment, for the vilayet of vanina, an average of Kutscherats 
and the 1878 Salname figures, rather than 1877 Salname figures, 

is used in Table xXIV. The 1877 Salname figure for the Janina 
vilayet is 375,000. Clearly, there is something wrong with that 
number, according to Tabie XVII, Janina's population was 1,195, 


000 in 1864-1877. The closest otficial estimates one can obtain 
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to replace the 1s77 Salname figure are the figure of the 1874-75 
provincial Salnames (preserved in Kutschera'’s account), and the 
figure of the 1878 Salname. The former is 1,436,700, and the 
latter 736,104. Without being able to explain the significant 
difference between these two figures, an average of them is 
adopted in Table xxIv.* In the case of the sancak of Monastir 

Bitolia), too, there seems to be a mistake in the 1877 Salname's 
figure of 148,260 people. According to other official informa- 
tion, that sancak's population was 375-380,000 in the 1864-1877 
period. The 1878 Salname figure is 367,170 people for a reduced 
area. In Table XXIV Kutschera's figure of 385,266 is substitu- 
ted for the Salname 1878 figure for Bitolia.” 


It must be also noted that no figure about the population of 
Istanbul appeared in the 1877 Salname. In the Table XXIV a 
figure supplied by Ubicini is used. Ubicini derived this figure 
from another official document annexed to the tentative regule- 
tions concerning the election of deputies for the capital. The 
document, published at the beginning of the year 1877, reported 
that there were 65,¢6<¢ houses in "Istanbul and its suburbs," 
which Ubicini defined as being divided into 20 municiple circles 
of which five are properly called the city of Istanbul. The 
remaining 15 compose the assembly of boroughs and villages which 
border on the two banks of the Sea of Marmara and the Bosphorus, 
from St. Stefandand the Princess Islands to the Black Sea." 
Ubicini assumed that there were 522,096 inhabitants in these 
houses with eight inhabitants per house. To this figure he added 
tha transients who lived in inns, shops and stores, which were 
uncounted in the census; the religious people in the tekkes 
(monastries of dervishes), and the softas of the medreses 
(seminary students), (1@0-120,000 altogether), and a floating 
population of about 80,000 individuals, to reach the approximate 
total of 122,096.° 


It should also be mentioned that the figures of the 1877 Salname 


OL 


did not make a distinction between racial or religious groups. 


The former is nothing new in Ottoman official statistics but 


the latter is a significant deviation from previous practice. 


Without a doubt this was due to the new constitutional principle 


of Osmanlilik (Ottomanism) which denied the government any right 


to make distinctions of creed or culture among its citizens, 


| 
| 


voter er serine Tee" RE RM mE mae 


Vilayets 


TABLE XXIV - OTTOMAN POPULATION IN EUROPE 
ACCORDING TO THE SALNAME OF THE YELR 1877 


Edirne 
: Tekfurdagi (Rodosto) 
ies Gelibolu (Gallipoli) 
P Filibe (Philippopolis) 
tslimye (Slivno) 
Ruscuk (Rustchuk) 
Varna 
2. Tuna Vidin 
(Danube ) Tulca (Tultcha) 
Tirnova (Turnov) 
3. Sofya Sofya 
(Sofia) Nis (Nissia) 
Bosna-Saray (Sarejevo) 
4. Bosna Izvornik (Svornik) 
(Bosnia) Banyaluka (Bania-luka) 
Bilke (Bihach) 
Travnik 
Yenipazar (Novibazar) 
5. Hersek {Mostar 


(Herzegovine)} G@gke (Gatzko) 


Selanik 

6. Selanik 

(Savionica) Siroz (Seres) 
Drama 


ee ee etal 


Population 


| 12 381,170 
| “7 99, 502 
1 6 117,122 
| 8 532,166 
| 67 175, 382 


1,305, 34e 


619,594 
171,610 
357,646 
174,910 
| 491,788 


32. | 1,815,548 


7 

7 | 426, 360 
- 14 | 680, 360 
nN OC nn ey 


] 


WI OV ~T UT WO 


‘ 
i 
| 524,704 
| 264,256 


| 269,600 
370, 048 


10 262,976 


43. | 2,027,136 


| 
| 
335,552 | 
| 
| 
i 
| 


ee ee 
» 5 | 201,232 

8 | 39,098 

| 13 | 240,330 

| 10 | 355,522 

5 303,224 

| 4 | 127, 312 

| 


19 786,058 
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CONTINUATION OF TABLE XXIV 


Population 


Vilayets Sancaks 


| Manastir (Bitolia) 385,266 
, 7. Manastir Prizren (Prisrend ) 350,530 
| (Monastir) Uskiip (Scoplia) 225,100 | 
Debre (Divra) 354,108 
Yanya | 296,223 
Tirhala (Trikala) 6 | 239,442 
| eer Ergeri (Argyrikastro) : Do 235,5e1 
Preveze (Prevesa) 5 | 139,740 
| Berat 4 175,476 
a 25 1,086, 402 
| 9, tgkodra ; is ee ee 
 (Bcutari/Soa 1} tgkoara 13 270,000 | 
( 
| 
/ 10. Cezayir Biga 6 128,000 | 
' less Cyprus Midilli (Lesbos) 2 64,414 | 
Sakiz (Chios) 2. 37,198 
Rodos (Rhodes) 4 28,020 | 
Istankéy (Cos) 6 40,912 
Hanya (Khania) 4 | 107,196 | 
wis Kandiye (Candia or a 5 173,628 
Serie, Resmo (Retimo) ae 79,058 
tsfakiye (Sphakia) eo 47,892 
Lasit (Lachid) 4. 57,908 i 
7 21 465,682 
t : t 
| 12. Istanbul |_| 
and its suburbs 722,096 
TOTAL OF OTTOMAN EMPIRE IN EUROPE | 271 11,013,322 | 


A comparis.on of Tables XVII and XXIV would indicate that the 
Ottoman population in Europe increased about 1.5 % annually in 
1864-1877. However, a more detailed comparison of the same tables, 
as in the following Table XXV, makes it clear that the Ottoman 


population would have increased only slightly if it were not for 


the vilayets of Eesnia and Crete. 
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TABLE XXV ~ PROVINCIAL POPULATION OF OTTOMAN 
EMPIRE IN EUROPE, COMPARIS_ON OF 7 
TABLE XVII (1864-1877) AND TABLE XXIV (1877) 


Vilayets | Bulahon ia | Lfanual 2 
eta -pro - Ber 97) merase an 
nO. 8 ae. 

| vinces) ey ho a 


' Adrianople / 1,530 | 1,305 } - 225 | - 14.71 - 2.1 
. Danube | 2,100 | 1,816 | - 264! -13.5/-1.9 | 
| Sofia / 670 | 680 | ¢ 10: 1.5! 0,12) 
- Bosnia ; 1,050 : 2,027 | + 977/ 93.0! 11.9 | 
: Herzegovine 160 |. 240 | + 80 | 50.0: Tel |! 
-§ lonica : 540 | 786 + 246; 45.4; 6.6 | 
| Monastir , 1,500 , 1,315 | - 185} -12,3|-1.8 | 
| Janina / 1,195 | 21,086 | - 109: = 9.1;-1.5 | 
| Scodra - 300 - 270 ; - 30: - 10.0 | -1.4 | 
| Islands f (285 | 299, +) (14, 4.9); 0.8 | 
| Crete 220 466 : # 246) lie | 13.3 | 
| Istanbul _ 600 | 722 5 # le | 20.3] 209 3 

TOTAL (10,150 [11,013 | + 863) + 8.4/4 1.48 | 


The decrease in the population of Adrianople and Danube is mea~ 
ningful because of the mutual massacres between the Turks and 
the Bulgars. The rather high increase of the population of 
Sdlonica is also understandable; one can assume that people 

from the contested areas escaped to the safer villages of nearby 
Sé@lonica. The population increase in the vilayets of Bosnia and 
Crete and even Herzegovine, however, is dirtecadt to explain. 
Apparently, there were mistakes in the accounts on which the 
tables are based. Table XVII is based on several sources, most 
of which use official information gathered at different times 
between 1864 and 1877, while Table XXIV is essentially based 

on a single source which relies on official information collected 
mainly between 1875-1877. The relative uniformity of Table XXIV 
figures may suggest that they should be preferred to those of 
Table XVII. It is already indicated, however, that the 1877 
Salname figures were not as accurate as one would wish them to 
be. In fact, Bosnia's population at time of her annexation by 
Austria-Hungary in 1879 was known to be around 1,000,000 exclu- 
ding the sancak of Novibazar,° and 1,068,600 according to the 
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provincial Salname of 1874-1875,7 while it is over 2,000,000 in 

the 1877 Salname. Actually, the main conclusion that one can 
derive from Table XXV is the difficulty of the task of achieving 

a reasonably accurate population consensus for the Ottoman Empire, 
even for the second half of the 19th century when there was growing 


official interest in enumerating the country. 


B - AFTER THE BERLIN TREATY: 

One of the greatest blows to the Ottoman presence in Europe was 
the Berlin Treaty of 1879Wwhich ultimately concluded the 1877-1878 
Russo-Turkish war. The irresponsible and incompetent government 
of Abdulaziz (dethroned 1876) after Ali Pasha's death in 1871, 
coupled with some natural disasters and economic difficulties 
created tremendous hardships for the Ottoman subjects. In Her- 
zegovine they rose against the taxation policies of the govern- 
ment in 1875 demanding the rectification of their harsh agrarian 
conditions. The movement soon developed into an open revolt and 
was followed in 1876 by another in the Danubian provinces. The 
famine of 1873-75 forced the government to forbid grain exports 
from the Danubian provinces to the discontent of the people. 

This situation greatly eased the work of the Bulgarian nationa- 
lists. Sure enough both revolts acquired a religious-nationalistic 
character and dragged Serbia and Montenegro into a war with tne 
Ottomans. The diplomatic crisis that followed took a new turn 
when the Russians declared war on the Ottoman Empire. The rather 
lengthy and weary war ended with a complete Russian victory in 
March 18738 when the Russians imposed their own peace terms in 

San Stefano, at the very door of the Ottoman capital. The Ot- 
tomans had no choice but to yield to the San Stefano Treaty terms 
which, most importantly, divided the Ottoman lands in Europe 

into two sections by creating a big Bulgarian Princedom stretching 
from the Danube to the Aegean and from the Black Sea beyond the 
Macedonian lakes. The San Stefano treaty, however, was never 
activated because it aroused the discontent and suspicions of 


other European powers who demanded that a conference should be 


called in Berlin to reset the peace terms in concert. Hence the 
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Berlin treaty of July 1e7e.° 

According to the provisions of the Berlin treaty Romania gained 
her independence. She was forced to give ac south Bessarabia 
to Russia in exchange for "the islands forming the Delta of the 
Danube as well as the Isle of Serpents,""the sancak of Toulcha," 
and "the territory situated south of the Dobrudja as far as a 
line starting eastward from Silistria and terminating in the 
Black Sea, south of Mangalia” cefsed by the Ottoman Empire. 

That means Romania got from the Ottoman Empire, the sancak of 
Toulcha, 13,550 sq. kms. with a population of 174,910 (according 
to the 1877 Salname), plus a small part of the kaza of Silistria 
in Rustchuk, 1,262 sq. kms., with an approximate population of 
20,000 nodules = Bosnia vilayet, except the sancak of Novibazar, 
and the greatest portion of Herzegovine were to be occupied and 
administered by Austria-Hungary. The dual-monarchy did not for- 
mally aanex Bosnia until 1909, but for all practical purposes 
one should consider Bosnia and Herzegovine to have become an 
Austrian territory right after the occupation in 1879.>° This 
way Austria gained a territory of 51,027 sq.kms. with a population 
of 1,945,000 according the 1877 Salname figures, or 1,158,000 
according to other sources. !> Another article of the Berlin 
treaty further gave to Austria-Hungary "the right of keeping 
garrisons and having military and commercial roads" in the sancak 
of Novibazar, but Novibazar remained essentially as an Ottoman 


land until after the 191¢ Balkan War. os 


Serbia received the formal recognition of her independence and 
territorial additions were made to her at Nish and Vranja and 
in the district of Berat, thus increasing the principality by 
one forth; that is, about 11,081 sq.kms. and 367,000 people. ? 
Montenegro was also recognized universally as a sovereign state. 
Besides she kept Nikshich and received the districts of Piva 


and Bonjani with the Duga pass on the side of Herzegovine, Pod- 


goritze, Spuj, Jabylak and the towns of Gusinje and Plava with 
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their dependent villages. She also obtained an outlet on the sea 
av the Antivari Bay, but was forced to restore Dicigno to the 
Ottoman Empire and to cede Svizza to Austria. The former was 
redressed in 1880, Hence Montenegro ultimately acquired an 
additional territory of about 5,000 sq.kms. with approximately 
1lc,000 people. Out of this 112,000 people 59,500 were formerly 
in Herzegovine and 52,500 in the vilayet of Scadra,t° By the 
Berlin treaty Greece received no increase of territory but certain 
frontier adjustments were promissed to her. The promise was 
fulfilled in 1881 when the Ottomans ceded to Greece most of Tir- 
khala and the Arta district of the Prevesa sancak; that is, 
13,166 sq.kms. and 350,000 people." 


Instead of the "Big Bulgaria" proposed in San Stefano, the Berlin 
treaty created a small "autonomous and tributary principality 
under the suzerainty of the Sultan" which was bounded by the 
Danube, the Balkans, the Black Sea and the Servian and Macedonian 
frontiers, and had a harbor at varna,?® (See Map Ivy. for Bulgaria 
and other consequences of the Berlin treaty). This autonomous 
Bulgarian princedom was to be composed of the sancaks of Rustchuk, 
Varna, Viddin, Turnov and Sofia having a population of 1,874,638 
jointly according to the 1877 Salname.*? Another autonomous 
province was formed, known by the diplomatic name of "Eastern 
Rumelia" and placed "under the direct political and military 
authority of the Sultan," but administered by a "Christian gover- 
nor-general named by the Porte, with the assent of the powers, 

for a term of five years." eo Eastern Rumelia was formed on 

all of the sancak of Phillippopolis, except the two districts 

of Ashir Chelebi (Ismilan) and Sultanyeri (Mestanli), and on 

more than half of the sancak of Islimiye (Slivno). According 

to the 1877 Salname, the population of Eastern Rumelia would 


be about 613,822, “+ 


The consequences of the Berlin treaty, as far as the population 


of the Ottoman Empire in Europe is concerned, can be summarized 


as in Tables XXVI and XXVII. 
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MAP IV ~ 
THE OTTOMAN EMPIRE IN EUROPE AFTER THE TREATY OF BERLIN, 1873. 
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TABLE XXVI - TERRITORIAL AND POPULATION 
LOSSES OF THE OTTOMAN EMPIRE IN EUROPE AS 
A CONSEWUBNCH OF THE BERLIN TREATY, 1878 


CNR AAS ante trem Mat i cL AH 


POPULATION | Lost to 
Toulcha sancak 13,550 174,910 | Romania 
Part of Silistria dis- | | 


| trict (of Rustdmuk san.) 1,262 | 20,000 . 

| Bosnia vilayet except 

| Novibazar sancak ; 41,908 1,764,160 | Austria- 

i i 

| Parts of Herzegovine | 

. vilayet | 6,102 =: 180,830 3 

| Parts of Herzegovine | 

| vilayet | 3,017 | 59,500 Montenegro | 
| Tarts of scodma vilayet 2,000 = 5¢,500_- : | 
Parts of Nisch sancak 11,081 | 367,000 ° Serbia 

| Parts of Tirkhala and 7 

: Prevesa sancaks . 13,166 © 350,000 « Greece 

i ee i hen See 


| TOTAL OF PLACES LOST 92,086 2,968,900 


| Principality of Bulga 
| ria (Sancaks of Rust-, 
;chuk, Varna, Vidin, : 

=" | 1,874,638 


| Turnov and Sofia) | | 
| Eastern Rumelia (Parts 

| of vhillippolis and | | 
!Slivno sancaks) - 613,822 
h - ; 


i PLACES WHICH BECAME 
TRIBUTARIES 


50, as a consequence of the Berlin treaty, the Ottoman Empire 
lost about 3,000,000 of her population and approximately 92,000 
sq. kms.,in Europe, not to mention her former tributaries Roma- 
nia, Serbia and Montenegro which became independent states. 
Moreover, two new tributary principalities were created on 

some of her immediate territory. By 1881, the population of 


the Empire in Europe was as illustrated in Table XXVII, the 


figures of which are essentially based on the 1877 Salname. 
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TABLE XXVII - OTTOMAN POPULATION IN EUROPE, 1881 


PROVINCES [ POPULATION | 
Principality of Bulgaria | 1,874,638 
Eastern Rumelia 613,822 
Island of Samos 34,141 

PRIBUTARY PROVINCES 2,522,601 
| \MMEDIATE PROVINCES 5,555,862 


TOTAL | 8,078,463 | 


| 
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CHAPTER VII ~ OTTOMAN POPULATION IN EUROPE, 1878-1914 


In this chapter, first, the relative political events of the 
last decades of the Ottoman Empire from 1878 to 1914 will be 
reviewed. The aftermath of this period will not be related 
further, for it is beyond the scope of the present work. Se- 
condly, the administrative divisions of the Ottoman territories 
will be depicted for the period 1881-1809. (Not for the entire 
period of 1878-1914 because of the nature of data available at 
the time of writing this work.) Finally, the territorial, reli- 
gious, and racial distribution of population will be examined. 
The population discussion will be confined to the period 1884-1914, 
due to a dearth of information for the years 1878-1884, 


A - RELATED POLITICAL EVENTS, 1878-1908: 

After the Congress of Berlin, no major territorial changes took 
place in the Ottoman Balkans during Abdulhamit II's reign. Areas 
ceded to the Kingdom of Greece in 1881 had already been given 
over by virtue of an article of the Berlin treaty. The same 
years (1878-1908), however, witnessed important political deve- 
lopments. In 1885 a rebellion broke out in Phillippopolis, the 
administrative center of the privelaged province of Eastern Ru- 
melia, demanding unification with the tributary Princedom of 
Bulgaria, Abdulhamit II seems to have handled the situation 
realistically and skilfully. As a consequence of his peaceful 
policy, the Ottomans and the Bulgarians reached an agreement 
which theoretically did not change the status of the places 
involved. The Sultan appointed Bulgarian Prince Alexander as 
governor of Eastern Rumelia in return for a reaffirmation of 

the privelaged-sancak status of Eastern Rumelia and the tributary 
status of Bulgaria. Even though soon after this agreement Alex- 
ander was forced to abdicate the Bulgarian throne, under pres- 
sure exerted by Russia, the first step had been taken toward 


the unification of Bulgarian lands. In fact, the Sultan promptly 


appointedthe new Bulgarian king Ferdinand as the governor of 
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Eastern Rumelia. 


It is curious to notice that while seeking a peaceful agreement 
with the Bulgars, Abdulhamit insisted that the subdistricts of 
Rupcoz (Rouptchos) and Kircali (or Kirceaali) must be separated 
from Eastern Rumelia and annexed to the immediate general pro- 
vince of Adrianople. Rupcoz and Kircali were not only militarily 
important but were also inhabited by a Muslim uaqort iy” In 
fact, Abdulhamit's policy seems to be that of maintaining the 
last Ottoman lands in Europe by upholding the Islamic nature 

of the state. Thus, he could strengthen the territorial integ- 
rity of she Ottoman state in lands that extended from {stanbul 
through Edirne, Rodosto, Enos, Gallipoli, Drama, Seres and Selo- 
nica into Novibazar and Albanian provinces where Muslims composed 
a significant portion of the total population. Within the same 
context one can also understand better Abdulhamit's close rela-~ 
tionship to the Albanians on one hand? and why he seriously con- 
sidered handing Crete over to Greece on the other. * If history 
serves as a treasury of experiences to be learned from, to make 
the world a better place to live in, it would be appropriate to 
observe that Ottomans and Greeks fought the 1897 war over Crete 
which the former were quite willing to give up and the latter 
were eager to annex. The European powers, however, did not con- 
sider it fit to have Crete summarily annexed by Grece, so the 

war became unavoidable. The Greeks lost the war, but the Otto- 
mans gained nothing by it either; on the contrary, it was dic- 
tated by the world powers that Crete be declared an autonomous 
island.” 


Crete would be annexed to Greece whenever the world conditions 


In any case, eventually it was tacitly understood that 


permitted.it. 


Another major event was the Macedonian insurgence. At this time 
Macedonia corresponded to the Ottoman general provincesof Sdlo- 
nica, Kossova and Monastir, The people of the area were very 
much mixed ethnically and linguistically. Yet until the very 
end of the 19th century Macedonia was little troubled by inter- 


nal dissensions. The first major Macedonian revolt broke out 
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in 1902, Now that there were the Greek, Serbian and Bulgarian 
states, Macedonia became a possible future territory to be an- 
nexed by any one of them. After all, there lived in Macedonia 
people who spoke Serbian and Bulgarian, as well as Greek, and 
all three of these states also had rightful historical claims 
over Macedonia. The first open dissension in Macedonia emerged 
over disagreements and conflicts among the nationalist Greek, 
Serbian and Bulgarian factions in the area, but was quickly 
quelled by the Ottoman authorities. A more serious revolution 
broke out in 1903, this time to include the Turks and the other 
Muslims too, and soon developed into a Balkan crisis which was 
temporarily settled at the insistence of the European powers, 
Fron this time onward, however, Macedonia became a seed bed of 
conflict and of merciless fights among people of varying ethnical 
beckseoundy® Even in our day Macedonia remains a cause of bit- 
terness among the Balkan states. It is curious to note at this 
point that during nationalistic struggles for independence in 
the Balkans the blodiest arenas were places where people of 
different ethnical, linguistical and religious backgrounds had 
been mixed hopelessly through centuries. Macedonia and certain 
areas of Bulgaria were just such places. In Bulgaria, the fight 
was between the Bulgars-Christians and the Turks-Muslims, but 

in Macedonia it was as likely to be among almost anyone and 


everyone, 


Another peculiarity of the Macedonian upsurge is that it paved 
the way for Turkish nationalism. A good many Ottoman officers 
became acutely aware of their Turkishness during the campaigns 
against the Macedonian rebels. | Even Abdulhamit II himself was 
affected by the trend, ® but it did not help him much when he 

was forced to reinstate the constitution in 1908 and then finally 
to abdicate in 1909, To be sure, the 1908 revolution was more 

an Ottomanist than a Turkish nationalist one, but Turkism was 


well on its way to becoming the conscious policy of the Ottoman 


state. 
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B - RELATED POLITICAL EVENTS, 1908-1913: 

The 1908 revolution was celebrated in great exultation at the 
capital, but soon after, various internal and external adversi- 
ties began pounding on its doors. Some of these developments 
are related to our issue. First the Bulgarian Princedom dec-~ 
lared her independence and became a kingdom in its own right. 
Then the Cretians proclaimed their total unity with the Greek 
motherland. Austria-Hungary announced her formal annexation 

of Bosnia. In the years following. events continued to develope 
rapidly. In 1910, the Albanians too were ignited in the passion 
of mtionalism and rebelled against Ottoman rule. In 1911, during 
the Italio-Ottoman war over Libya; the Italians occupied the 
Aegean islands of Rhodes, Stampalia (Astipalaia), Kharki (Herke), 
Patmos, Leros, Calino (Kalimnos), Scarpanto (Karpathos), Piscopi 
(Tilos), Kasos, Nisiros (incirli), Lipsos (Lipsoi), Simi (Sumbeki), 
and Coo (Kos or Istankéy). Later, in 19le, the Ottoman govern- 
ment recognized the Italian occupation of these islands. Again 
in 1912, the small Balkan states of Bulgaria, Serbia, Greece 

and Montenegro temporarily settled their accounts on the Mace- 
donia issue and signed mutual treaties to form a system of al- 
liance against the Uttomans. The objective of this common front 
was to end the Ottoman presence in Europe once for all. The 
inevitable war, called the First Balkan War, broke out in the 
same year and ended with a disastrous defeat for the Ottomans, 


who lost all their Balkan possessions west of the midia-Enos line. 


The peace treaty, signed in London in May, 1913, established 

the European border of the Ottomans at the midia-Enos line. 

However, as soon as victory over the Ottomans was assured, the 
deferred controversies among Bulgaria, Serbia, and Greece over 
Macedonia, and between Romania and Bulgaria over Dobrudja reemerged. 
In her politically isolated situation Bulgaria desperately ini- 
tiated the second Balkan War in 1913 against the serps, Greeks 

and Romanians. Meanwhiie, the Turks recaptured Edirne and pushed 


their frontiers nearly to wnat is today the Kuropean border of 


Lu4q 


Turkey. 


This last new Ottoman trontier was confirmed by the Istanpul 
treaty of 1913. ‘the disputes among the other Balkan states were 
settled at Bucharest in the same year where Serbia received most 
of Macedonia and part of the sancak of Novibazar which she di- 
vided with Montenegro. Greece received the rest of Macedonia 

and western Thrace. Romania took the Dobrudja, and Bulgaria 

was forced to be satisfied with merely the Strumitsa valley and 
part of the Thracian coastline. An independent albania had already 
been created by the London treaty, formed basically on the for- 
mer Ottoman general-province of Scodra. One dispute which was 

yet to remain unsolved for sometime was the question of the Aegean 
islands. During the First Balkan War,Greece occupied all the 
remaining Ottoman islands in the Aegean Sea which were not already 
claimed by the Italians. The issue lingered on for some time 

and finally an agreement was reached,at the intervention of the 
European powers, by which Greece would return Imbros, Tenedos and 
Castellrosso (Meis) to the Ottoman state and keep the remaining 
islands it had oceupied.” (For the final situation of the Bal- 
kans after 1913 see Map V). An account of land and population 
lost by the Ottomans with the various treaties of 1913 must 

await a discussion of population. Before commenting upon popu- 
lation of the period covered, however, the administrative divi- 


sion of the Ottoman lands in Europe must be reviewed. 


C - ADMINISTRATIVs# DIVISIONS OF THE OTTOMAN EMPIRE IN EUROPE: 
According to the Salnames of the years 1298-1327 (1881-1909), 
the general framework of the administrative divisions 
of Ottoman lands in Europe remained more or less the same; that 
is, there were nine vilayets (general-province) administered 
directly, and four tributary provinces. The vilayets were 
Adrianople, Sélonica, Kossova, Scodra, Monastir, Janina, the 
Mediterrenean islands, Crete, and Istanbul and its environs. 


The tributaries were Bosnia, the Bulgarian Princedom, Eastern 
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Rumelia and Samos. 1° In 1897 Crete, too, became autonomous. The 
subdivision of the vilayets for the years 1881-1909 are indicated 
in the following chart. Because there are no Salnames issued 
after 1909, it is not possible to comment upon the development 

of administrative divisions after that date, but it seems, from 
secondary qatar that they remained the same with the exception 
of the tributaries, which separated from the Ottoman Empire for- 


le 
ever, and of those Aegean islands ceded to Italy in 19le. 


Administrative division of Ottoman Lands in Europe, 1881-1909:1? 
1. EDIRNE 

Edirne (Adrianople) 

Giimileine (Kamotini ) 

Kirkkilise (Kirklareli) 

Demetoka (Dimotica or Dhidhimokikhon )+4 

Tekfurdafi (Rodosto) 

Gelibolu (Gallipoli) 


2. SELANIK 
Selanik (Sdlonica) 
Siroz (Seres) 
Drama 


3. MANASTIR 15 
Manastir (Bitolia) 
Serfice (Serfidje) 
Perzerin (Prisrend ) 
Ilbasan (Elbasan) 
Debre (Divra) 
Gorice (Goricé or Gueridja) 


4. Kosova 16 
Usktip (Scoplia) 
Yenipazar (Novibazar) 
Pristine (Prischtina) 
Tpek (Pech or Pescium) 
Taglica (Pljevija) 


5. ISKODRA 
Iskodra (Scodra or Scutari) 
Drac (Durazzo or Durrés) 


6. YANYA 
Yanya (Janina) 
Ergeri (Argyrikastro) 
Preveze (Prevesa) 
Berat 
Leskovik (Letzovit)17 
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7. CEZAYIR-If BAHR-{f SEFTD (MEDITERRENEAN ISLANDS) 
Rodos (Rhodes) 
Midilli (Lesbos) 
Limni (Limnos) 
Sakiz (Chios) 


8. GIRID (CRETE) 


9. SEHREMANETI (ISTANBUL AND ITS ENVIRONS )28 
tstanbul 
Istanbul's environs 
Gatalca. 


In 1914, after the Balkan wars and the treaties that concluded 
them, the Ottoman lands in Europe were divided into three main 
administrative units: Istanbul,and Edirne vilayets and the special 


status sancak of Gatalca.-? 


D - POPULATION 

The most reliable population statistics published to date, for 
the period covered, are those of Vedat Bldem,*? Eldem provides 
information for five different years; 1884, 1895, 1901, 1910-11, 


and 1913. For 1885 and 1895, he uses the 1895 Comprehensive 


Statistics of the Ottoman Empire (Devlet-i Aliye-yi Osmaniyenin 
1313 senesine mahsus istatistik-i umumiyesi), the only one ever 


publi shed,* For 1901 Eldem seems to have used archival material. 
His 1910/11 figures are based on information supplied by various 
Ottoman official publications.<* For 1913, he uses the results 
of the censuses conducted in the Balkan provinces in 1912-1913 
after their partition from the Ottoman Bmpire.<? 
Eldem maintains that the Ottoman government conducted a census 

in the years 1882-1884, in almost all provinces (including the 
Asian provinces). When the census returns were gathered at the 
Statistics Office of the Commerce and Construction Ministry, 

they were crosschecked with other official information and re- 
adjusted. Later on, the original 1884 census results were ag- 
gregated upto the year 1895 and once more readjusted on the basis 


of other information. Partial results of these efforts were 


published in the Devlet-i Aliye-yi Osmaniye'nin Istatistik-i 


i 
| 
j 
{ 
| 
4 
4 
4 
4 
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Umumiyesi (henceforth "Comprehensive Statistics"). Apparently, 
the government was planning to publish a second statistical com- 
pilation because as the 1895 figures were amassed up to the year 


1901, but this plan was never realized. 


Eldem quotes figures of the Comprehensive Statistics in which 
there was information for the 1884 census returns, figures as 
logged through 1895 on the basis of 1884 census returns, adjusted 
figures for 1895, and area figures. All of this information is 
reproduced in the following Table XXVIII. Explanations for the 
minor differences between the table and Eldem's figures will 
be indicated in the footnotes. Here it must be mentiomed that 
the adjusted figures for 1884 are our addition to the informa- 
tion supplied by Eldem on the basis of Comprehensive Statistics.<* 
In Table XXVIII, the figures for 1901, 1910/11, and 1913 are 
directly quoted from Eldem's work with the exception of Istanbul 
and its environs. Eldem's figures for 1884-1901 cover Ifstanbul, 
its European and Asian environs and Gatalca, while his figures 
for 1910-1913 include only the European section of Istanbul and 
Gatalca. To avoid the use of such incompatible sets of figures 
in the same table other numbers are computed for 1910/11 and 1913 
projecting the annual population increase of Istanbul and its 
environs and Qatalca between 1895 and 1901, for which we have 
25 


comparable figures. 
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The effects of the turbulent Balkan Wars upon the Ottoman Empire, 
leaving mere remnants of her former holdings in Europe, are charted 
as follows in Table XXIX. Population figures in Table XXIX are 

of the year 1913. (column viz of Table XXVIII). 


TABLE XXIX - TERRITORIAL AND POPULATION LOSSES OF 
THE OTTOMAN EMPIRE IN EUROPE, 1912-1915 27 


AREA POPULATION 
in sq.kms in 1000's 


“LOST AND RETAINED TERRITORIES 


To Greece: 
in Rumelia 
Aegean islands 
Crete 


Bulgaria: 
in 1913 
Demetoka in 1915 


Serbia; 
Albania: 
Montenegro: 


Italy (1912)(Aegean islands): 
LOST TERRITORIES 


RETAINED TERRITORIES: 
Adrianople 
Tstanbul,its environs Catalca 


OFT Ow AN EMPIRE IN EUROPE Abrwhk 1913-15 


OTTOMAN EMPIRE IN EURQr. BEFORE 1913 


Other reliable sources further confirm the findings of Table 
XXTX concerning the population of the Ottoman Empire in Europe 
after 1913. The 1921 edition of the Statesman's Yearbook gives 
the following figures as of 1914; 


{ 
j 
i 
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TABLE XXX - OTTOMAN uMPIRE IR EUROPE 
IN 1914, AREA AND PopuLatton °8 
Ik pa ee a 


PROVINCES SGonams, POPULATION  POP/sqkm. 


ISTANBUL 3,913 1,213,000 308 
GATALCA 1,906 78, 000 41 
ADRIANOPLE 22,474 610,000 27 

TOTAL: 28,293 1,891,000 67 


ener et a _ errnneren ms 


The Comprehensive Statistics also included information on the 
religious and racial distribution of the population in European 
provinces. Unfortunately, this intormation is only for the year 
1895. Besides, as evidenced in Fldem's quotations”, it has some 
obvious mathematical mistakes. Moreover, the 1884 census results 
as traced up to 1895 (Column 111 of Table XXVIII), rather than 
the readjusted figures for the same year (column iv), are used 
as the basis of the information. Nevertheless, the Comprehnesive 
Statistics figures are invaluable as they are the only official 
information for the period covered. For the time being, tnere 
is no choice but to believe that the percentages indicated in 
the following Tables XXXI and XXXII are representative of the 
entire period covered in this chapter. in the future, it may 

be possible to reevaluate the archival material to achieve more 
conclusive figures. Tables XXXI and XXXII are based on the 
Jvomprehensive Statistics figures as provided in Eldem's work. 


In preparing these tables Eldemts figures are corrected whenever 


there was a clear mathematical or logical mistake, °° 


ids ie Sc AAS Sia cai ne 
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VABLE AXAT - RELIGIOUS DISTRIBUTION OF OTTONAN 
POPULATION IN EUROPE, 1895 (Population figures in 1000's) 
pn ET on tener Eh PPS eae ts Past aye ye 
ss ISTANBUL 
Population 


I 


Orthodox 1,449 33.1 2 36 
Armenian 18 0.4 162 
Bulgarian 815 18.6 12 
CHRISTIANS 2,282 52.1 410 


MUSLIMS 

JEWS 

OTHERS 
TOTAL 


45.6 581 
Lek 
0.6 

100.0 


accent erratic mere 


4, 382 


TABLE XXXII ~ RACIAL DISTRIBUTION OF OTTOMAN POPULATION 
IN EUROPE, 1895 (Population figures in 1000's) 


ese ats RUMELIA @ istanauL © TOTAL 
‘ _Populatiog % [Population] % |Population| 4 
and Seshj@™ 1,399 31.9 13 ee ayia: TP ex6 
“URKS 1,003 22.9 578 54.9 | 1,581 29.1 
ALBANIANS 1,061 24,2 10 Pet 1,071 19.7 
GREEKS 808 18.5 236 22.4 | 1,044 19.2 
ARMENIANS 23 0.5 162 15.4 185 3.4 
JEWS 88 2.0 47 4.5 135 245 
KURDS: PERSIANS - - 5 0.5 5 0.1 
ARABS | - - 1 om 1 0.0 
ToTaAL | 4,382 100.0] 1,052 {100.0 | 5,434 {100.0 


‘a) Excludes Crete 


‘b) Includes Asian environs in addition to the city itself, fu- 
repean environs and Catalca. 
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c¢c O N C Lb US ION 


We have tried in this work to depict the territorial, religious 


‘and racial distribution of the Ottoman population in Europe du- 


ring the 19th century with as much detail and accuracy as the 
available sources permit. In this last chapter the findings 

of the work will be summarized and compared. Unfortunately, 

it is nearly impossible to compare the territorial distribution 
of the population in absolute terms, because of the nature of 
existing sources, and because the Ottoman administrative units 
changed continiously throughout the century. Moreover, the 
Ottoman territories in Europe constantly decreased in this pe~ 
riod to make territorial population comparisons relatively 
meaningless. On the other hand, discerning the religious and 
racial composition of the Ottoman population has far more impli- 
cation for our purposes, irrespective of the changes in the 
territorial size of the state. It is common knowledge that the 
19th century is a period of nationalistic struggles in the Bal- 
kans, and that nationalistic relationships between various ethnic ve! 
groups in the Balkans were often determined by religious affi- 
liations, especially in the first half of the century. Whatever 
the reasons for this peculiarity of the times, Ottoman govern~ 
ment had to react to it in some way or other; it did not matter 
whether the state lost territories or not, nationalism strongly 
colored by religiosity remained an ever present problem of 


the state. 


The following Tables XXXIII and XXKIV are the resultant attempts 
to picture the changes in the racial and religious composition 
of Ottoman population in Europe during the 19th century. The 
essential difference between the two tables is that the former 


is based on the observation of contemporary European writers, 


except for the 1890's, while the latter is based principally 
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on official information. The Ottoman state was politically or- 
ganized on the basis of loyalty to the Ottoman dynasty, and so- 
cially on the basis of harmonious relationships between various 
religious groups. Nationalism had no place in this kind of an 
organization and hence until very late in the century it is prac- 
tically impossible to trace the racial composition of the popu- 
lation in official records. For this very reason, however, 
reliable and trustworthy official information on the religious 
distribution of the population is available. Ottomans were se- 
viously concerned with regaining the loyalty of their subjects, 
whom they insistently categorized religiously rather than racially, 
either out of tradition or for practical purposes, fully realizing 
that tolerance for nationalistic claims would inevitably preci- 
pitate the downfall of the state. As a basis for their reorga- 
nization efforts, the Ottomans compiled information on the re- 
ligious composition of their state at different times, and it 

is on this information that Table XXXIV is based. The above 
described difference between Tables XXXIII and XXXIV imposes 


a different deductive analysis in each case. 


In interpreting Table XXXIII one is really commenting on, more 
than anything else, how contemporary Europeans saw the racial 
groups in the Balkans in the 19th century. In explaining Table 
XXXIV, however, one is dealing with a much more clear cut situ- 
ation and hence can be more conclusive in interpretations. Indeed, 
throughout the 19th century, any resident of the Balkans knew 
whether he was a Muslim or a Christian or a Jew, but it was not 
always so easy for him to say whether he was a Turk or a Bulgar 
or a Serb. The best single criteria would seem to be the mother- 
tongue, but these people, before the hectic days of nationalistic 
struggles, often intermarried and always spoke several languages, 


usually equally well. 
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Tn interpreting Table XXKIII, one can compare the increase in 
the population of each racial group with the total population 
increase from one period to another. In the 1820's, the total 
population of the Ottoman Empire in Europe was 10,200,000. In 
1829, on portions of Ottoman territories, the Kingdom of Greece 
was formed with a population of about 1,000,000 people. This 
means that between the 1820's and the 1840's, Ottoman population 
increased 68.0 % from 9,200,000 (i.e. 10,200,000 minus the 
1,000,000 lost to Greece) to 15,500,000." In those same decades, 
the number of Bulgars increased 388 %, other Slavs 142 %, all 
Slavs 220 %, Albanians 84 %, and Romanians 226 %. The number 
of Turks and Greeks decreased 23.2 and 9.47 % respectively. The 
most important conclusion that can be derived from comparing 
the above ratios is that the contemporary European observers 
earlier were not cognizant of the existence of a people called 
Rulgars speaking a distinct language and having their own 
history. This is the only way to explain the 388 4 increase of 
the Bulgarian population while the over all population increased 
only 68 %. Fvidently, European writers were confusing the Bul- 
gars for Turks and Greeks, hence the decrease in the latters!' 
number. Halil Tnalcik observes this same phenomenon: - 

Ry the end of the 18th century, the world no longer 

knew a nation called Bulgars... some of them were 

considered to be Turkicized and others Grecocized... 

but in the second half of the /19th/ century the 


whole world recognized the Bulgars as oye of the 
most populous nations in the Ralkans. 


The increase in the number of Romanians is striking also, but 
in that case one has to go along with Stavrianos's conclusion 
that the population of Moldavia and Wallachia indeed increased 
considerably in the second quarter of the century, principally 
because of the new economic prospects brought by trade with 
central Europe and Russia. ° The same prosporeous economic re- 
lationships with the West may help explain the relatively high 


increase in the number of other-Slavs also, but an equally good 


explanation would be to presume that the Muslim Slavs (mainly 
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the Bosnians) were included among the Turks in the 1820's while 


they were included among the Slavs in the 1840's, 


Tn the 1870's, the immediate territories of the Ottoman Empire 

in Europe had a population of 10,150,000, and its tributaries 
9,910,000. This means the total population increased 10.1 % 
from 15,500,000 to 16,060,000 between the 1840's and the 1870's.° 
In the same decades the Rulgars increased by 15.0, Turks by 9.2, 
Greeks by 15.4 and the Romanians by 7.6 % The other-Slavs, or 
Serbs, decreased by 8.7 % while the total number of Slavs increased 
by 2.8 4.7 The Albanians decreased also by 18.8 %. ‘There is no 
particular reason why the Albanians would decrease in number 
during this period, so either the estimations are inaccurate or 
Albanians were being confused for another ethnic group, probably 
the Greeks, The Greeks and the Christian Albanians of the danina 
area were indeed very difficult to distinguish, especially in 

the middle of the century when there was a very nationalistic 
Greek state, while the Albanians were not yet hit by the grace 

of nationalistic aspirations. Ina similar way the decrease in 
the number of Serbs can be explained by an increase in the number 
of Bulgars; evidently, more of the Slavs came to claim identity 


with Bulgars as against the contemporary view that they were Slavs. 


Tt is actually not feasible to continue this comperative discus- 
sion on the increase of various racial Zroups against the total 
population on into the 1870-1890 period. In 1878, the Ottomans 
lost quite a portion of their state, but the racial composition 
estimations at hand do not cover the portions lost nor the tri- 
butary provinces. The safest conclusion one can derive fron the 
1890 figures is that the Bulgars and Turks were the main racial 
groups of the Ottoman Empire in that period, while the Albanians 
and Greeks were the other major groups. A more interesting 
conclusion than this straightforward interpretation of the table, 
however, would be to observe that the first official estimations 


on the issue were prepared in the last decade of the century. 


ELT 


Clearly, by this time it was much easier than at the beginning 
of the century for the Balkan peoples to identify themselves 
with one or the other of the ethnic groups; even the Turks had 
learned that they were Turks. Ry the 1890's it was no longer 
possible for the Ottoman state to ignore the emergence of a new 
and vital type of social affiliation other than the purely re- 


ligious one which had been dictated by custom and necessity. 


As to the religious composition of the population, there is not 
much to add to the figures of Table XXXTV, which clearly indi- 
cate that the percentage of the Muslims in the Ottoman state 


continiously increased as the state shrank. 
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TABLE XXXIV - RELIGIOUS COMPOSITION OF 
OTTOMAN POPULATION IN EUROPE, 19th century 
(Population figures in 1000's) 
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The fact that by the 1890's Muslims composed about half of the 
population in European territories of the Empire, while the rest 
of the Empire was already overwhelmingly populated by the Muslims 
(See Appendix B), in a way, justifies Abdulhamit's religious 
policy. By Abdulhamit's time the continious rebellions of the 
Balkan peoples conquered by the national idea had already eli- 
minated the Ottomanist solution to save the state. Abdulhamit's 
pan-Islamic alternative served much better to maintain the ter- 
ritorial integrity of the Ottoman Empire. That, too, however, 
ultimately fell short of recreating a powerful organization to 
stop the Western imperialistic advance into Islamic lands or 

of reestablishing Ottoman authority on whatever territories 

were left at hand. Obviously, an economically bankrupt state 
would not have much of a chance of survival no matter what ideo- 
logy it adapted. The Ottoman state was clearly gasping her 
dying breath. No other people were more aware of this situation 
than the Ottoman officers pursuing the rebels in the Macedonian 
countryside. As beautifully and thoughtfully pictured by Omer 
Seyfettin in his memoirs and short stories, the non-Muslim Ma- 
cedonians had taught the Ottoman officers that they were Turks 
by teasing and humiliating them, and by backing the brutal hay- 
duks and showing no signs of their previous respect for the 
Ottoman officials or for the state they represented.” Never- 
theless, it was hard to believe that a state which had lived 
gracefully for six hundred years was coming to an end. Nor 

was it easy to ignore the reality that the Ottoman Empire was 
now composed mainly of Muslims and hence was more Islamic than 
ever. On top of all these, that is, the increased consciousness 
of Turkishness, Ottomanism nourished by history, and Islamicism 
based on practical realities as well as tradition, there was 

the inevitable obligation of becoming westemized to counter 

the Western agression. The 1908 revolution filled the Ottoman 
intellectuals with hopes of coming out with a solution which 

met all the requirements and needs, but soon the events proved 


that reversing the cycle of fate was getting more and more im- 
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possible. After the First Balkan War in which the Ottoman ar- 
mies suffered one of the most humiliating of their defeats by 
the hands of former subjects, there was no ground left for dis- 
cussions and further aspirations to save the Ottoman Empire. 
Now the very existence of a people called Turks, with whom the 
Ottoman ruling elite finally accepted as their ultimate point 
of identification, was at stake. Turkism became the predomina- 
ting policy of the state and a conscious attempt was made to 
Turkify the remaining subject peoples of the Empire. The cost 
of this policy, however, was the emergence of an Arab nationalism 
movement. To be sure, the Turkist policy of the Ottoman state 
was not the sole or even the most important reason for the Arab 
independence movement. One after another the Arab countries 
were falling into the Western economic and political orbit and 
hence having fewer and fewer reasons to be loyal to Istanbul. 
The Purkist policy of the Ottoman government served as a green 
light to step over the line of tradition, and that is about all. 
Nevertheless, in one final attempt the Ottoman state gambled all 
it had on entering the First World War. The most important con- 
sequence of the World War from the Ottoman point of view was 
that the last loyal element of the state, the Turks, too, broke 
out in open rebellion under the leadership of former Ottoman 
officers and successfully achieved their independence from the 


Ottoman Empire, founding the Turkish Republic. 


FOOTNOTES 
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INTRODUCTION 


. See for example, R. H. Davison: Reform in the Ottoman Empire, 
1856-1876, (Princeton, 1963), 61, and 119 nl7, where Davison 
relies mainly, Ubicini's works. Davison also provides an appendix 
on the "Population of the Ottoman Empire" (pp 414-415), where 

he mentions several works on the issue. The figures he prefers, 
however, are selective and not comperative. In his The Balkans 
Since 1453, (New York, 1963), L. S. Stavrianos mentions some 
figures about the population of the Balkans after 1878, but 

only in case of Moldavia and Wallachia and Greece does he pro- 
vide figures for 1815 and 1829 respectively (p. 420). Akyol's 
account in "Tanzimat devrinden evvel bizde cografya ve jeoloji," 
fTanzimat, (Istanbul, 1940), 948-549, is a reproduction of infor- 
mation provided by Viquesnel. H. fnalcik in his Tanzimat ve 
Bulgar Meselesi, (Ankara, 1943), includes a footnote on Ottoman 
population, relying mainly on Ubicini's works. 


é Davison, 3-51 and 234-269; B. Lewis, The Emergence of Modern 
Turkey, (London, 1966), 122-125, 


3 Stavrianos, The Balkans since 1453, 215-225, 


4 Ke Karpat (ed) in his "Introduction" to Political and Social 


Thought in the Contemporary Middle East, (New York, 1968), 8- 
12. 


See also Zeine N. Zeine, Arab-Turkish Relations and th 


Emergence of Arab Nationalism, (Beirut, 1958), 123-125, 


? H. L. Kostanick, "The Geopolitics of the Balkans," The Balkans 
in Transition, eds: C. and B. Jelavich, (Berkeley, 1963), 1-51. 


Ge. S. Arnakis, "The Role of Religion in the Development of 
Balkan Nationalism," The Balkans in Transition, 115-144. Ar-~ 
nakis' article overemphasizes the role played by the "Greek" 
Church duringthe period of Ottoman rule before the 19th century. 
Nevertheless, Arnakis! article is an important study pointing 
to the role of religion in the development of nationalism in 
the 19th century. 


7 Karpat, loc. cit. 


8 Davison; B. Lewis, 162, 

By "reform" governments of the 1839-1877 period we understand 
all the governments which had Resit Paga, Ali Pasa, Puat Paga 
and Mithat Pasa either as ministers or prime ministers. 


? This is the viewpoint of most Turkish historians.such as 
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Karal (see his Osmanli Tarihi, vols. v-vii1, TTX publ., Ankara, 
1947-1962), or I. H. Danismend (Izahli Osmanli Tarihi Kronolo- 
jisi, iv, Istanbul, 1965). B. Lewis and Davison reveal the same 
viewpoint but cautiously. 

By the "Buropean powers" we understand Britain, France, Austria, 
Prussia and Russia. These were the powers most involved in Bal- 
kan affairs. 


2 Stavrianos, for one, favors this viewpoint. See his The 
Balkans since 1453, 117-136, 219, 229, and 385-388. 


ss Acting Consul Calvert to Lord John Russell, July 23, 1860, 
Great Britain. Accounts and Papers: State Papers, Ixvii, (1861), 


quoted in Stavrianos, The Balkans since 1453, 141. 


i K. Karpat: "The Land Regime, Social Structure and Moderniza- 
tion in the Ottoman Empire," Beginning of Modernization in the 
Middle East, (eds: Polk and R. Chambers), (Chicago, 1968), 83-84, 
and lL. S. Stavrianos,"fhe Influence of the West on the Balkans," 
The Balkans in Transition, 190-196. 


13 Danigmend, av, 310-311, and 226-227. 


ue For the reaction of Muslim elements see Karal, Osmanli Tari- 
hi, vizi, 16-17; Davison, 50; B. Lewis, 125. 


- Karal, Osmanli Tarihi, vii1, passim., Danismend, iv, ¢<88-2<89, 
351-355, 358-365, 376-379; B. Lewis, 125. 


i E. G. Mears, Modern Turkey, (New York, 1924), 580. 


tf Many immigrants from Bulgaria and the Pomaks who had preferred 
to stay in Bulgaria would today express these attitudes. 


x8 Actually N. Mikhov's work is a five volume survey, but because 
the fifth volume is in Russian I was unable to make use of it 
in the preparation of this work. In the fifth volume N. Mikhov 
utilizes the Russian sources for the population of Turkey and 
Bulgaria in the 18th and 19th centuries. (Nikola V. liikhov: 
Naselenieto na Turtsiia i Bulgaria prez xviii i x1x v.; bibli- 
ografski izdirvaniia SBS statistichni i Ethografski Danni; vol. 
v, Sophia, 1967. (167 pages] ). Undoubtedly,the quality of this 
paper has suffered significantly from the enforced ommission 
of the information in this fifth volume. 

The title of Mikhov's work is slightly misleading; actually, 
there is little information in the La population on the 18th 
century and on the 1882-1900 period. 
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1? For example see W. S. Cooke. The Ottoman Empire and its Tri- 
butary States, (Unchanged reprint of the London 1876 edition), 


(Chicago, 1968). 


fe Karal, Osmanli Tarihi, vi, 268 and 298, and Osmanli imparator- 
lugu'tnda ilk Niifus Sayimi,1831, (Ankara, 1943), 7. 4H. Inalcik, 
Tanzimat ve Bulgar Meselesi, 1 n. Davison, 414-415. Stavrianos, 


The Balkans since 1453, 4¢€0-421. One work which uses La vopu- 
lation more extensively than the works above is C. Issawi's 
unpublished paper "The Ottoman Empire in the Furonean Economy \ 
1600-1914. Some Observations and Many Questions," presented to\ 
the Conference at University of Wiscomsin, Madison, May 1971. 

In fact, despite its longtime presence in the libraries of 
Wisconsin, Princeton and Harvard Universities, La population 
was not checked out by any one. 


a For detailed information on Ottoman land registration see 

H. inalcik's introduction to Siret-i Defter-i Sancak-i arvanid, 
(Ankara, 1954), pp XI-XXXVI, but especially XVIII-XXIII. Also 
see H. Inalcik, "Ottoman Methods of Conquest," Studia Islamica, 
a2, (1954), 103-129, and 6. L. Barkan, "Imparatorluk devirleri- 
nin ntifus ve arazi tahrirleri ve hakana mahsus istatistik def- 
terleri," Istanbul Universitesi iktisat Faktiltesi Mecmuasi, 11, 


no. 1, 20-39, and Karal, Ilk Niifus Sayami, 5-7. 


ee See 6. L. Barkan, "Essai sur les données statistique des 
registres de recensement dans l'Empire ottoman aux xv” et 

Xv1l siécles}" Journal of Economic and Social History of the 
Orient, 1, part 1, (August, 1957), 9-21. Barkan'ts article is 
celebrated by J. C. Russell in his "Late Medieval Balxan and 

Asia Minor Population," Journal of Bconomic and Social Ifisto 

of the Orient, 111, part 3, (Oct, 1960), 265-274. Barkan developed 
further his findings in his "Research on the Ottoman Fiscal 
Surveys," Studies in the Economic History of the Middle East, 

(eds M. A. Cook), (London, N.Y., Toronto, 1970), 163-171. Also 
see Cook's comments on Barkants article in the last mentioned 


book, 160-162. 


3 For a discussion on the initiation of the land registration 


1k Niifus Sayimi, 7. 


or G. Hassel, Vollstaendige und neueste Erdbeschreibung der 
Koenigreiche Daenemark, Schweden und Norwegen und des Osmanischen 
Reichs in Europa, (Weimar, 1820), 541-542, mentions of a "census" 
at the commencenent of the 17th century. (Also see N. Mixhov, 

vol 1, p: XVII, and Karal, [lk Niifus Sayim1, 7-8). This must 

be a land survey. The importance of land surveys in the Otto- 
man “mpire decreased considerably with the demise of the timar 
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system. Nevertheless, partial surveys continved well into the 
18th century as evident in Ragib Paga's career. Mehmet Ragap 
Pasa achieved his first major success in the service of Ottoman 
state when he was dispatched to Baghdad in 1723 to supervise 

a land survey. N. Itzkowitz, Mehmed Raghibd Pasha: The Making of 
an Ottoman Grand Vezir," Ph.D. dissertation, Princeton Univer- 
sity, 1959. 


ep The bureaus seem to have been improved after the new land 

laws of 1858 and along with the provincial administrative reforms 
of 1860's. See Viquesnel, 42. Alse see Yakshity's letter to 
Behm and Wagner, Die Bevoelkerung der Erde, (Gotha, 1874), 31. 

It must be noted that the 1858 land reform and 1864 provin- 
cial reforms formally ended the traditional Ottoman land regime, 
which was by this time totally out of order and out of function. 
It cannot be a coincidence that the traditional registration 
bureaus were reorganized (on modern lines into statistical 
bureaus?) alongside with” reforms mentioned above. 


ay Behm and Wagner, Die Bevoelkerung der Erde, (1874), 31. 


= Karal, ilk Niifus Sayim, 10. 


ee It must be remembered that in England and France the first 
modern population enumerations dated 1801. Even these counts 
were simplistic when compared to the censuses of our days. The 
United States had its first complete census in 1790. The only 
country that preceeded the United States in this respect is 
Sweeden which was completely enumerated in 1751. See Donald 
J. Bogue, Principles of Demography, (New York, 1969), 17. 
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Erdbeschreibung, (Weimar, 18¢0), 529. Eyalet-i Cezayir includes 
some Asiatic lands as well as the islands of Rhodes and Cyprus 

in addition to the Archipelago or Aegean Islands. This eyalet 

was also referred to as the Province of Kapudan Pasha. Also 

see A. Rueder, Europa, (Leipzig, 1823), 245; J. G. Hassel, 
Genealogisch-historisch-statistischer Almanack fuer das Jahr 

1824, (Weinar, 1824), 323-324, and J. Conder, The Modern Traveller, 
xiv, (London, 1827), 2. 


CHAPTER I 
A. C. Gaspari et. al., Vollstaendiges Handbuch der neuesten 


For practical purposes the territories lost through the Buca- 
rest Treaty of 1812 are not included in this discussion. These 
territories were Beserabia or Budjak with a vnopulation of about 
300,000. (d. G. Hassel, Statististicher Umriss der saemtlichen 
europaeischen, (Braunschweig, 1805), 11; J. Hoech, .Statistische 


tande, (Amberg, 1805-1806), 4; J. G. A. Galletti, Allgemeine 
Weltkunde, (Leipzig, 1807), 2; Jd. G. Hassel, Statistische 
Uebersichts, (Buchandlung, 1809); Jd. G. Hassel, Lehrbuch der 
Statistik der europaeischen, (Weimar, 1822), 686-692. ) 

With the same treaty a small, administratively autonomous 
Serbian Princedom was created out of what was Belgradéat that 
date, and a small province to the south of the city. But soon 
after the treaty the Ottomans reoccuppied Belgradeand the Ser- 
bians lost their hard_wonfreedom until the Edirne Treaty of 
1829. (Yalmaz Oztuna, Osmanli Tarihi, x1, 150-151; L. Stavrianos, 
Balkans since 1453, 243-248; Danismend, Osmanlia Tarihi Krono- 


lojisi, av, 100-101). 


3 for the situation in 1831 see Fazila Akbal, "1831 tarihinde 
Osmanli imparatorlugu'nda idart taksimat ve niifus," Belleten, 
Xv, 617-628, 


i J. G. Hassel, Geographisch-statistisches Handwoerterbuch, 1, 
(Weimar, 1817), 322-323. Also see other works of the same author. 


(=) : Ohrid is mentioned in both Albania and Macedonia.by Hassel 
himself. 

Hassel included Istanbul under Thrace.as evident in an anony- 
mous article: "Turquie. Statistique-population," Revue Encyclo- 
pedique, 3rd year, vol 11, (Paris, 1821), 423, and in E. Genoude, 
Considerationsur les Grecs et les Turcs, (Paris, 1821), 14. 

For the detailed geographical descriptions of the places see 
C. Mostras, Dictionnaire géographique de l'Empire Ottoman, 

(St. Petersbourg, 1873). I am grateful to Prof. Dennis Skiotis 
of the Harvard University for his kind assistance in locating 
reference material for the European and modern equivalents of 
Turkish place names. 


Set as 
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mad ; aghast F 
2 and Je G. Hassel, Statistischer Umriss der saemtlichen europa-~ 


eischen, 11; J. Hoech, 4; d. Galletti, 2; J. Pinkerton and 
C. Walckenaer, Abrégé de géographie moderne, 1, (Paris, 1811), 494; 
Gaspari et.al., 529 and 543; F. Goedicke, Die Europaeische Tuerkei, 


(Berlin, 1821), 8-9; E. Klein, Der Freiheitskampf der Griechen 
gegen die Tuerken in sienem Entstehen und Fortgehen, (Leipzig, 


1822), 63-66; P. Doublet, Le Turcetle Russe, (Paris, 1829),45; 
"The Northern Frontiers of Turkey," The London Magazine, 3rd 
series, 1, (April-dJuly, London, 1828), 187-195; A. Legrand, 

Les habitans du_monde, (Paris, 1827), 177,181; dJomard, "Nume- 


rical Force of Turkey," The Asiatic Journal and Monthly Register 
for British India and its Dependencies, xxv1, (July-December, 
London, 1828), 63; "Tuerkei Bevoelkerung der europaeischen 
Tuerkei," Geographische Zeitung der Hertha, ed: H. Berghaus, 
(Stuttgart und Tuebing, 1829), 59; H. Langlois, Dictionnaire 
classique et universel de géographie moderne, 11, (Paris, 1830), 
1471; lav Conder/, The Modern Traveller, xiv, (London, 1827), 6. 

For the population of Istanbul city see Hassel, Statistischer 
Umriss der saemtlichen europaeischen, 11; Revue encyclopédique, 
3rd year, vol 11, 423; Galletti, 2; J. de la Tynna, Almanach 
du_commerce de Paris, 17th year, (Paris,/18147), 1037; &. 
Genoude, 14; §. Bottin, Almanach du_commerce de Paris, 25th 
year, (Paris, 1822), 1289, The figures for the population of 
istanbul city vary between 400-500,000 in 1804-1807 and 590,000 
in 1822, 

In Tuerkei Bevoelkerung," Geographische Zeitung der Hertha,59, 
the population of Ramelia is given as 2,800,000, The total given 
is 500,000 less than the actual sum of the figures. It is cor- 
rected as 2,300,000. 


7 same as footnote 5 except Doublet's work. Also see {n.a./, 
Darstellung des geographischen und statistischen Zustandes der 
europaeischen Staaten, (Glogau, 1819), 2-3; Genoude, 14, and 
Revue Encyclopédique, 3rd year, 11, 423, and J. E. Worcester, 

A Geographical Dictionary, 11, (Boston, 1823), 787. In Gaspari's 
work the population is given as 1,300,000. As the total actually 
adds up to 1 million over the amount indicated and as 1,800,000 
is a striking figure in comparision to other accounts, it is 
corrected as 800,000. 


Same as footnote 5 except Doublet's account. Also see Darstel- 
lung des geographischen, ¢-3; F.A. Rueder, Europa, (Leipzig,1823), 
245-c47, and Pelet, "Sur les affaires de l'Orient," Le specta- 
teur militaire, iv, (Oct 1827-March 1828, Paris, 1828), 509. 


9 Hassel, Geographisch-statististisehes Handwoerterbuch, 1, 32ec- 


323, and Hassel, Statististische Uebersichts-Tabellen der saemt- 


lichen europaeischen und einiger aussereuropaeischen Staaten, 
(Goetingen, 1809). 
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LO Saree: The Asiatic Journal, xxvi, (July-December 1828), 63; 
Rueder, 245-c47; Hassel, Lehrbuch der Statistik der europaeischen, 
686-692. Also see Pelet, Le spectateur militaire, iv, Oct. 1827- 
March 1828, 509. 


a About Livadia's population see especially Jomard, The Asiatic 
Journal, xxvi, (dJuly-Dec, 1823), 63. Por lower estimates which 
were made at earlier dates see Hassel, Statistischer Umriss der 
saemtlichen europaeischen, 11, and Hassel, Statistische Ueber- 
sichts. Stavrianos in his The Balkans since 1453, 274-276, 
maintains that the Greek merchants and mariners of the area 
benefitted enormously from the Anglo-French wars. This "econo-~ 
mic revival" might be the cause of a rapid population expansion 
between 1800 and 1827-1830, if Hassel's estimates were correct. 

For population estimates for Livadia, Morea, and the Cyclades 
jointly see Jomard, The Asiatic Journal, xxvi, 63; Doublet, 45; 
The London Magazine, 3rd series, 1, 187-195; Ciriacy, "Théatre 
de la guerre autrichien et russe dans la Turquie d'Europe," 
(Translated from German by Captain Hervé), Revue encyclopéedique, 
xbi1l, (Paris, 1829), 117; Langlois, 11, 1471, The Turkish 
writer is Oztuna, x1, 168. Stavrianos's figures about the popu- 
lation of Greece in 1830 are 750,000 in his The Balkans, 1815- 
1914, 80, and 800,000 in his The Balkans since 1453, 29e. 


For Epiros see Hoech, 4; Hassel, Statistischer Umriss der 
saemtlichen europaeischen, 11; Hassel,Statistische Uebersichits, 
and Galletti, 2, for earlier estimates. For later estimates 


see The London Magazine, 3rd series, 1, 187; Ceographische 
Zeitung der Hertha, 59, and Langlois, 1471. 


For Thessaly see the three last mentioned works and Goedicke, 
8, and Pinkerton and Walckenaer, 494. For Thessaly and Epiros 
jointly see Revue éncyclopédique, 3rd year, 11, 423; Genoude,14; 
Worcester, 11, 787, and Klein, 65. 


a for "Arnaud Vilayeti" or "Greece" see Hassel'ts works and 
Galletti, 2, Pinkerton and Walckenaer, 506; Gasperi et. al., 
543; Goedicke, 8-9; Revue encyclopédique, 3rd year, 11, 423; 
Klein, 65; Worcester, 11, 787; Legrand, 181; The London Maga- 
zine, 3rd sr., 1, 187; Conder, 6, and Jomard, The Asiatic 
Journal, xxvi, 63. 


ah Footnote 5 plus Darstellung des geographischen und statis- 


tischen, 2-3; Hassel, Lehrbuch der Statistik der europaeischen, 
686; Rueder, 247, and Pelet, Le spectateur militaire, 1v, 509-533. 


15 For Crete see Hassel'ts Statistischer Umriss der saemtlichen 
europaeischen, 11, and Statistische Uebersichts; Hoech, 4; 
Galletti, 2; Rueder, 246; Hassel, Lehrbuch der Statistik der 
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and Legrand 181. For the Cyclades see Hassel, Statistische 
Uebersichts, and Jomard, The Asiatic Journal, xxvi, 63. 


te For a complete list of these works see the Bibliography. 
Appe,eintioy Quite a few of the general accounts cover only the 
continental provinces. In the above calculations the figures 

are adjusted to include the islands as well whenever the writer 
provided area figures or a descriptive statement. Adjustment 

was not always possible, however, hence, ivicaeems, the difference 
between the averages of general accounts and the averages of 

more detailed studies. 


Lf The territories lost through the Bucarest Treaty of 1812 are 
not included in the calculations nor in Table I. The "Other 
Aegean islands" include Rhodes but exclude Cyprus. 


18 For the historical background and geographical settlement 

of these groups and of other races see Stavrianos, The Balkans 
Since 1453, 8-13; also see A. Ubicini, Letters on Turkey, 

(tr. by Lady Easthope,) (Part I: Turkey and the Turks, ) (London, 
1856), 1922. 


1 Sources of Table II: C. Lesur, Annuaire historique universel 
pour 1821, (Paris, 1822), 794; Klein, 63-71, (Klein also pro- 
vided a second account); Worcester, 11, 787,299, (Worcester 
provided a second account also); "Die Voelker des Osmanischen 


Europa," Allgemeine geographische Ephimeriden, (Weimar, 1825), 
368-9; The Edinburgh Gazetteer or Geographical Dictionary, vi, 
(London, 1827), 371-375; Ciriacy, Revue encyclopédique, xLii, 
117; The London Magazine, 3rd series, 1, 192; "Population 

de la Turquie d'Europe," Bulletin des sciences géographiques, 
économie publique, voyages, xviii, (Paris, 1829), 125; Cc. @. 


De. Stein, Reise-Taschen-Lexicon fuer Europa, (Leipzig, 1828), 
464; "Notice sur les provinces septantrionales de ltempire 
ottoman, et leur population," (Trans from The London Magazine), 
Journal des voyages, découvertes et navigations modernes,xxxvii11, 
(Paris, 1828), 166, (Same information is also in Lt. General 
comte de T/rommelin/'s Observations sur les routes qui conduisent 
du Danube & Constantinople a travers le Balcan, (Paris, 1828), 
éc-23)3; W. Kloss, Beschreibung der tuerkischen Voelker ihrer 
Sitten und Gebraeuche etc., (Magdeburg, 1829), 6-7; Conder, 7. 


Notes on Table II: It seems that some non-Turkish Muslims, 
specifically the Pomaks of Bulgarian origin and Bosniaecs of 
Slavic origin, were included under the Turks. On this point 
see the discussion on religious distribution of the population. 

The mean of the percentages for total Slavs is 19.5 % accor- 
ding to 15 sources, but the average of the percentages given by 
more detailed accounts which discuss Slavs under respective 
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subgroups is 17.9 % In the Table, 19.0 “% is adopted as a 
midcourse. 

It is possible that the number of Greeks was elevated out 
of sympathy for the Greek war of indevendence, 
ee The eleven works which provide some information on the reli- 
gious partition of the population are Revue encyclopédique, 3rd 
year, 11, 4233; Genoude, 14; Worcester, 11, 299, 787; All- 
geneine geographische Ephimeriden, 368-9; Pelet, Le spectateur 
militaire, av, 509-533; "Etat du clergé des différens cultes 


en Europe," Bulletin des sciences, géographiques, économie publique, 
voyages, x11, (Paris, 1827), 14; The London Magazine, 3rd sr., 

1, 192; Bulletin des sciences géographiques, économie publique, 
voyages, xviii, 125; Journal des voyages, découvertes et navi- 


gations modernes, xxxvi11, 166; Stein, 464; "Turkey and 
Russia," The Foreign Quarterly Review, 111, (London, 1829), 248, 
The first three of the works above give information only 
about the continental provinces. In "Etat du clergé des diffé- 
rens cultes en Burope," it is claimed that there were 75 % 
non-Muslims and 25 4 Muslims; these figures are uncomparable 
with other accounts. So, there remains really seven studies 
to work with, 


: Compare Lesur, 794; Klein, 63-65; Worcester, 11, 299, 787; 


Allgemeine geographische Ephimeriden, 368-369, and The Edinburgh 
Gazetteer, vi, 371, 


be Ciro Truhelka, "Bosna'tda arazi meselesinin tarihi esaslari," 
Tiirk Hukuk ve Iktisat Tarihi Mecmuasi1, 1, 43-69, (Tr. by C. 
Kopriilti from the writer's "Die geschichtliche Grundlage der 
bosnischen Agrarfrage"). Compare with Nedim Flipovi¢g's "Bosna- 
Hersek timar sisteminin inkigAfi," Istanbul Universitesi [kti- 
sat Fakiiltesi Mecmuasi, xv, nos 1-4,(Oct-July, Istanbul, 1954), 
155-188. Also see H. inalcik, Fatih Devri Uzerinde Tetkikler 
ve Vesikalar, 1, (Ankara, 1954), 137-184. 


23 Some questions to ask at this point would be the following: 
What did the indigenous people thought of themselves to be 
besides being Muslims? How did the non-Muslim natives consider 
themselves, did they feel equally strong about their Slavic 
origin as about their Ghristianwity? These questions will be 
left unanswered within the limited scope of this paper. In a 
discussion on these issues, G. Armakis's controversial article 
"The Role of Religion in the Development of Balkan Nationalism," 
The Balkans in Transition, 115-144, might be a good starting 
point. 
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: Stavrianos, The Balkans since 1453, 301-304; Davison, 25-27; 
Tarih-i Ltitfi, 121, 142-146, 


Davison, 269-292, and M.T. Florinsky, Russia, 11, (New York, 
1961), 826-834. 


3 For the first population count attempt see Karal, ilk Mifus 
Sayimi,8. N. Mikhov, vol 1 p: XVII, mentions a census that 
took place in 1829 in reference to "Cenni sulle popolazioni 
degli imperii Russo ed Ottomano," Annali universali di viaggi, 
geografia, storia. economia, publica et statistica, vol xLviii, 
(Milan, 1836), 344-345. Evidently, this was only an attempt 
rather than a census executed fully. 


4 Akbal, Belleten, xv, 617-628, 


3 It is highly possible that the percentage of male population 
was less than 50 because of wars..For the general trends of male- 
female proportions see Bogue, 166-167. On the male-female 
proportions in the Balkans in the first half of the 19th cen- 
tury there was not any specific information available to us, 
Trian Stoianovich in his "Model and Mirror of the Premodern, 
Balkan City," Studia Balcanica, 111, la ville Balkanique XV- 

XIX® s., (Sofia, 1970), 103-105, mentions information collected 
in the 18th century, by an anonymous writer on the Sava suburb 

of Belgrade. According to this information, in 1733-1734 there 
were 643 men and 630 women in the enumerated community. Stoiano- 
vich maintains that there is no reason to believe that the de- 
mographic pattern of the Sava suburb was totally unrepresentative. 


6 Karal, 1k Ntifus Sayim1, 106-108, 156-157, 157-165. 
For the total male population see Akbal, Belleten, xv, 628. 


q Stavrianos, The Balkans since 1453, 250-25¢, <90-<91; Danis- 
mend, 104-116. 


. Cf. Ch. I, footnote ll. 


10 see Chapters TIT (1832-1843) and Iv (1844). 


Annual population increase rate for Serbia can be calculated 
compoundly as follows: 75(lei)o"? = 100 iw 0.04 or 4%. 


75(1-0.04) ‘= y! y'= 560,000 
75(1-0.04)°= y y - 587,000 
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(ns7 is attained by subtracting 1837, the middle year of the 
1831-1844 period, from 1844) 

It must be noted that 4% is a considerably high rate.to remind 
one that the 1832-1843 figure tends to represent the population 
in the years closer to 1832. 


0 
Legrand, 181; The London Magezine, 3rd series, 1, 192; Lang- 


lois, Dictionnaire classique et universel de géographie moderne, 


iv, part II, p:l1471; F. A. Rueder, Genealogisch-geschichtlich- 
statistisches Jahrbuch fuer das Jahr 1831, (Leipzig, 1831), 39-41; 


Genealogisch-historisch-statistischer Almanach-Zehnterfahrgan 
fuer des Jahr 1833, (Weimar, 1833), 521-5¢2, and J. Mac Gregor, 
The Resources and Statistics of Nations, (London, 1834), 101. 


at F. R. von Rudtorffer, Militaer-Geographie von Europa, (Prag, 
1839), 534-554. Also see W.E.A. Schlieben,Staatengeographie der 


Laender und Reiche von Europa, (Halle, 1833), 669. 


2 x ‘ re 
+ Tarih-i Lutfi, 1211, 145, mentioned by Karal, [lk Niifus Sa- 
ami, 2l. 


13 Akbal, Belleten, xv, 628. 


an Karal, ilk Niifus Sayimi, 21. 


15 SeeKaral's footnotes in which the corrections are explained. 
For an example of Ottoman bureaucratic minuteness see the docu- 
ments published by N. Itzkowitz, and M. Mote, Mubadele, An Ot- 


toman-Russian Exchange of Ambassadors, (Chicago and London, 1970), 
55-120, 


16 Karal, ilk Niifus Sayama, 22. 


Ef Karal, loc. cit. 


. Source of Table V: Akbal, Belleten, xv, 628. Asian parts of 
the vilayet of Cezayir are excluded from calculations on the basis 
of information supplied in Karal, Ilk Niifus Sayim1,106-108,156-165, 
Note on "Reaya"™: This term is used exclusively for Christians 
rather than "peasants" or "farmers" as was the case prior to the 
19th century. 


19 Phillippopolis, Karal, {lk Niifus Sayim1, 196, Armenians and 
Catholics are included. Sofia, Karal, loc. cit., Muslim and 
Christian gipsies are included. 

Glimtilecine and Drama, Karal, loc. cit. 
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CHAPTER III 


Danigmend, iv, 117. 


é Annuaire historique universel pour 1830, (Paris, 1832), 780. 


KF. A.Rueder, Genealogisch-geschichtlich-statistisches Jahrbuch 
fuer das Jahr 1831, (Leipzig, 1831), 39-41, Annuaire historique 


universel pour 1831, (Paris, 1833), 671. W.E.A. Schlieben, 
Staatengeographie der Laender und Reiche von Europa, (Halle, 
1833), 662. Aed. Kilian and Ch. Picquet (eds), Dictionnaire 
géographique universel, x, (Paris, 1833), 237. d.G. Hassel, 


Genealogisch-historisch-statistischer Almanach-Zehnter Jahrgang 
fuer das Jahr 1833, (Weimar, 1833), 521-522. "Stand der Bevoel- 
kerung von Europa am 1 Januar 1834, nach dem Geschlechte und 

der Volksdichtigkeit," Jahrbuecher der Geschichte und Staatskunst, 
ed. by Karl H. L. Poelitz, (Leipzig, 1834), 343. "Tableau statis- 
tique et comperatif des principales puissances en 1833," Journal 
des Travaux de la Sociéte frangaise de Statistique universelle, 

11, (Paris, 1837), 77. John Mac Gregor, The Resources and Sta- 
tistics of Nations, (London, 1834), 101. A. Legrand, "Recherches 
statistiques sur la population générale des cing parties du monde," 


Journal des Travaux de la Sociéte frangaise de Statistique uni- 
verselle, 11, (new series),. (Paris, 1836-1837), 644. Fraenzl 


Moritz, Statistik, 1, (Wien, 1838), 385. Q Moreau, and A.’ 

yowe ay, Bk, A aine sta yxiique pours 1838 Ae’ rope, /1* As p F 
Lvattvaad ,/ 1) koe rigne et /f Vobdahd of, fet] chdduh Ags Bmpires, Royatmes; 
BtAtd et Colgnhes ay en/aepdnadnt,/ ai (Paris, 1876), 568. 

"Traité de commerce et de navigation entre l'Angleterre et la 
Turgie, présenté aux deux Chambres du Parlement, 1839," Revue 


Britanique ou choix d'articles traduits des meilleurs écrits 
périodiques de la Grande-Bretagne, xxiv, (Paris, 1839), 71, 
Trans. from The British and Foreign Review or European Quarterl 
Journal, ix, (July-Oct, 1839), 258; "British and Turkish Conven- 
tion of Commerce and Navigation, presented to both Houses of 
Parliament, 1839", Neumann Carl, Grundriss zu Vorlesungen 
ueber Laender-und Voelkerkunde und Allgemeine Statistik, (Muenchen, 
1840), 38-39. Barrachin, "Maintien de l'équilibre eurpéen, 
résultant de la régénération de l'Empire Ottoman, assurée avec 
le concours des grandes puissances d'Europe, par 1l'émancipation 
des populations chrétiennes et israélites," Revue Orientale, 
ou_recueil périodique de matitres politiques, religieuses, lit- 
téraires, etc., (Paris, 1841), 28 Adriano and Eugenio Balbi, 
Scritti geografici, statistici e vari pubblicati in diversi 
Giornali d'Italia, di Francia_e di Germania, 111, (Torino, 1842), 
59. Great Britain, Commercial ‘larrifs and Regulations of the 
Several States of Europe and America, together with the Commer- 
Cial Treaties between England and Foreign Countries, Part viii, 


(/London/, 1843), 7. Annuaire historique universel pour 1848, 
(Paris, 1848), 634. 
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3 David Urquhart, La Turquie; ses ressources, som organisation 
municipale, son commerce, suivis de considerations sur l'état 
du_commerce anglais dans le Levant, (Tr. by Xav Raymond), 11, 
(Paris, 1836), 253-254. Richard Burgess, ureece and the Levant, 
or, Diary of a Summer's Excursion in 1834, (London, 1835). 

"Zur Statistik des tuerkischen Reichs," Annalen der erd, Voelker 
und Staatenkunde, (Berlin, April-September, 1836), 95-96. 

Ami Boué, La Turquie d'Europe, (Paris, 1840), 98-160, Colson 


Félix, Coup d'oeil rapid sur l'état des populations chretiennes 
de _ la Turquie d'Europe, (Paris, 1839). Albrecht T.E. von Roon, 


Grundzuege der Erd-Voelker und Staatenkunde, 111, (Berlin, 1855), 


950, same information is available in another work by Roon: 
Achtundvierzig Tafeln zur Vergleichun eographischer Groessen 
und Maasse, (Berlin, 1845), table II.  Mdouard Thouvenel, 
"Constantinople sous Abdul-Medjid,"™ Revue des deux mondes, xxi, 
(Paris, 1840), 82. "“Apercu statistique et historique de 1' Empire 


Othoman,", Journal des travaux de la Sociétéfrangaise de Statis- 
tiqgue universelle, iv, third series, (Paris, 1844), 271, same 


information is given by Ch. V/ogel/, "Othoman empire", Encyc- 


lopédie des Gens du Monde, xix, (Paris, 1843), 38. E.G. Béraud, 
and Eyries, Dictionnaire de geographie ancienne et moderne, 
(Paris, 1847), 795. FH. Ungewitter, Neueste Erdbeschreibung 


und Staatkunde, oder geographisch-statistisch-historisches 


Handbuch, 11, (Dresden, 1848), 169. 


: The following works provide information only on the immediate 


provinces: C.B. Elliott, Travels in the Three Great Empires of 
Austria, Russia and Turkey, 1, (London, 1838), 416-417. 

C. Moreau, and A. Slowaczynski, Annuaire statistique pour 1838 

de l'Europe, l'Asie, l'Afrique, 1'Amerique et l'Océanie, et chacun 
des empires, royaumes, états et colonies qui_en dépendent, 1, 


(Paris, 1838), 508. (Captain) Sicard, "Recherches statistiques, 
civile, commerciale et militaire des différens états de l'Europe," 
Journal des travaux de la Société francaise de Statistique uni- 
verselle, v, new series, (Paris, May-June 1840), 745. 


"Empire Ottoman," Journal des travaux de la Société francaise 


de Statistique universelle, vi, new series, (Paris, 1840), 307-8. 
Ant. Rolland, Statistique générale, (Nismes, 1841), 191. 
Blanqui, "Fragment sur la polygamie en Europe," Séances et tra- 


vaux de l'Académie des Sciences morales et politiques, 111, 
(Paris, 1843), 271. ded. Hellert, Nouvel Atlas physique, poli- 
tique et historique de l1'Empire Ottoman et de ses états limit- 
rophes en Europe, en Asie et en Afrique, en guarante feuilles, 


(Paris, 1843), 34-35. Quétin, Guide en Orient, Itinéraire 
scientifique, (Paris, 1846), 468-469. Annuaire général du 


commerce, de l'industrie, de la magistrature et de ltadmtnistra- 
tion, 10th year, (Paris, /1847/), 1494. 
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? D. Urquhart, la Turquie; ses ressources, 11, 251-254. The 
original English version of Urquhart's work, Turkey and its 


Resources,(its Municipal Organization and Free Trade; the 

State and Prospects of English Commerce in the East, the new 
Administration of Greece, its Revenue and National Possessions), 
(London, 1833), was not available in the writing of this paper. 


° Ami Boué, La Turquie d'Europe, 95-100, . . and again by 
Boué, “Remarks on the Scenery, Antiquities, Population, Agri- 
culture, and Commerce of Central European Turkey," (Communica- 
ted by the author in a letter to the editor), The Edinburgh, 
New Philosophical Journal, xxiv, (Edinburgh, 1838), 121-131, 
and 237-251. 

Actually, Boué's upper limit for the total population of 
the Ottoman Empire is 15,372,400, but his numbers add up to 
15, 363,000.only. 


7 of Table VI: 
Sources/ See footnotes 2, 3 and 4 of this chapter. 


2 Source of Table VII: D. Urquhart,la Turquie, ses ressources, 
253-254. 


9 Source of Table VIII: A. Boué, La Turquie d'Europe, 95-97. 
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CHAPTER IV 


1 Quite a number of works have been published on the Tanzimat, 
yet very few of them seek to trace the relationship between the 
political and administrative reforms and the structural,social 
and economical dynamics of the Ottoman society. To my knowledge, 
the only deliberate effort to establish such a relationship, 
though in a broad context, is in Kemal Karpat's "The Land Regime, 
Social Structure, and Modernization in the Ottoman Empire," Be- 
ginnings of Modernization in the Middle East, the 19th Century, 
(eds: Polk and Chambers), (Chicago, 1968)3 again Karpat's "In- 
troduction" to a forthcoming work on modernization in Turkey, 
and in an unpublished paper "The Stages of Ottoman History," 
submitted to a conference in the University of Wisconsin in May 
1971. On the Tanzimat per se, two Halil Inalcaik articles, 
"Sened-i ittifak ve Giilhane Hatt-1 Hiimayunu," and "Tanzimat'in 
uygulanmasi ve sosyal tepkileri," both in Belleten, xxviii, no. 
112, 603-690, provide remarkable information on the background 
of the movement. The struggle for power between the bureaucrats 
(the Porte) and the Sultan (the Palace) is a striking feature of 
the Tanzimat era and of the succeeding decades. Bernard Lewis, 
Emergence of Modern Turkey, and Serif Mardin, The Genesis of 
Young Ottoman Thought, (Princeton, 1962), both make that clear 
but they fail to analyze the relationships of these two parties. 
with the newly emerging moneyed classes on one hand and with the 
rank and file populous on the other. One work which is more suc- 
cessful on the last mentioned issue is Niyazi Berkes's The Deve- 
lopment of Secularism in Turkey, (Montreal, 1964), The weakness 
of Berkes's work seems to be the insufficiency of statistical 
and other quantitative evidence, 

Regit Pasa, the chief architect of the Tanzimat reforms, is 
treated by Resgad Kaynar, Mustafa Resid Pasa ve Tanzimat, (Anka- 
ra, 1954), and Cavid Baysun, "Mustafa Resid Pasa," Tanzimat, 
(Istanbul, 1940), 723-746, among many other scholars. Regit Pa- 
sa is often presented as a great hero, yet it is under Regit 
Pasa that the Ottomans were dragged into the pitiless swamp of 
the 19th century European financial credit system, and it’ Regit 
Pasa again who so blindly allied himself with British friend- 
ship to remain in power. Resit Paga's biography must be rewritten. 

The later period of the Tanzimat, that is the period led by 
Ali and Fuat pashas, will be dealt with in the succeeding chapter, 
but it can be mentioned here that by far the best work on this 
period is Roderick Davison's, Reform in the Ottoman Empire,1856- 
1876, (Princeton, 1963). Davison's work too suffers from the 
lack of a social-economical analysis but it still is a gold 
mine of information. 


2 
The related section of the 1839 Rescript is as follows: 
",..8s0 far the population of a region was disregarded and 
soldiers were demanded from some regions beyond their level rf 
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endurance while in deficient numbers from others. This 
caused irregularity and hampered the agricultural and 
commercial prosperity; likewise the employment of the 
recruited soldiers to the end of their lives. So it is 
definitely necessary to abate this practice and to re-~ 
organize it to establish fin its place/ a replacement 
method which would bring fair principles like 4-5 years 
of service for soldiers who will be demanded fon an equ- 
itable basis/ from each region when necessary." 


(Translated from the Rescript preserved in Zuhuri Danisman's, 
Osmanli Imparatorlugu Tarihi, x11i, (Istanbul, 1966), 32. 

For the declaration of the Ministry of War see Danisman, x111, 
109, and Danigmend, iv, 132, also see Karal, I1k Niifus Sayim,9. 


3 Cf. to Footnote 5 of Chapter III. 


4 "Actes officiels. Turquie. Traduction d'un memorandum de la 
Sublime Porte, adressé aux missions étrangéres A Constantinople, 
et relatif au recensement général decreté par sa Hautesse," 

Le Moniteur universel, No. 248, (September 4, 1844, Paris),p:2585. 


9 E. Boré account appeared in Almanach de l'Empire Ottoman pour 
l'année 1849 and 1850, (Constantinople, 1849, and 1850), 107,108. 


For the evaluation of Boré's account see A. Viquesnel, Voyage 


dans la Turquie d'Europe, (Paris, 1868), 43. Boré's total for 
the immediate provinces is 9,500,000. Apparently this total 


does not include Istanbul, the population of which was 891,000 
in 1844 (A. Ubicini, Lettres sur la Turquie, Part J, Paris, 1853, 
end. ed. , 27),,and 960,000 in 1845 (Almanach de Gotha,1861, 


mentioned by R.R. Madden, The Turkish Empire and its Relations 
with Christianity and Civilization, London, 1862, 523-524). 


Boré's total for the tributaries is 5,011,000 and his grand 
total is 14,511,000. Boré himself gave 15,511,000 as the grand 
total, but his numbers total 1 million short of that figure. 
Also see Viquesnel, 43 and 46, 


6 A. Ubicini, Lettres sur la Turgie, (Part I), (Paris, 1851), lst.ed,16. 


is A. Ubicini, Lettres sur la Turquie, (Part I),(Paris, 1853), 

énd ed., 21. Ubicini's totals for the immediate and tributary 
provinces are exactly the same in both editions of his work, 

The details by eyalets and religions, however, do differ. Almanach 
de l'Empire Ottoman and Journal de Constantinople were Ubicini's 
main sources but he also talked to the Ottoman officials. For 

an English translation of Ubicini's work by Lady Easthope see 
Letters on Turkey, (London, 1856); also see again by Ubicini, 


La Turquie actuelle, (Paris, 1855). 
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e The writers who accepted the end edition figures of Ubicini's 
Lettres were: Sir James Porter (15 years British Ambassador to 
Istanbul), Turkey, its History and Progress, (edited and updated 
from the journals and the correspondence of Sir Porter by his 
grandson Sir George Larpent), (London, 1854), i, 22-23. 

J. Lewis Farley, The Resources of Turkey, (London, 1862), 2-3. 
Fried. Wilh. Reden, Die Tuerkei und Griechenland in ihrer Ent- 
wicklungs-Faehigkeit, (Frankfurt, 1856), 67-68. Alfred de Bessé, 
The Turkish Empire, (Philadelphia, 1854), 184. Xav Heuschling, 
L'Empire de Turquie, (Paris, 1860), 55-58. Adolphe Joanne and 
Emile Isambert, Itinéraire descriptif, historique et archéolo- 
gique de l'Orient, (Paris, 1861), 312*313. Madden, 518-528. 
Almanach de Paris "1865, (Paris, 1864), 851. 

The writers who accepted the first edition figures ofUbicini' 3 
Lettres were: E.H. Michelsen, The Ottoman Empire and its Resour- 
ces, (2nd ed., London, 1854), 139; also ae Michelsen's 
"Zur Statistik des Tuerkischen Reiches," Das Tuerkische Reich in 


historisch-statistischen Schilderungen, (by C. Molbech, O.F.R. 
Chesney, and Michelsen), (Leipzig, 1854), 281-321. Hubert von 


Boehn, Zustand der Tuerkéei im Jahre der Prophezeihung 1853, 
(Berlin, 1853), 61. 

For other writers who are giving summary accounts see the Bibli- 
ography for the period of 1844-1863. 

For accounts which differ from Ubicini's but which still remain 
in accordance Cf. to 11 and l2, 


9 Ubicini, Lettres sur la Turgie, end ed., 21; F.B.Engelhardt, 
Der Flaechenraum der einzelnen Staaten in Europa und der uebri- 
gen Laenderauf der Erde, (Berlin, 1853), 49-53; Reden, 67-68; 
Xav_ Heuschling, 55-58. These four works include statistics on 
the Asian and African parts of the Ottoman Empire too. 

The only complete area measures for the first three quarters 
of the 19th century has been available thanks to Engelhardt's 
thorough research. Other estimations for 1800-1880 are unfor- 
tunately inconsistent and sketchy or incomplete and therefore 
useful only occasionally. 


ah Reden, 66-71. 


tA F. H. Ungewitter's total for the immediate provinces is 


9,675,000 and for the tributaries 5,070,000, Die Tuerkei in 
der Gegenwart, Zukunft und Vergangenheit, (Erlangen, 1854), 
1-3. Charles Guys, who was once a "Consul of France in the 
Orient," gave figures about the immediate provinces only; 

his total was 9,562,000, Considerations sur_les peuples de 
l'Orient, (Marseille, 1857), 45. Henri Mathieu too provided 
figures concerning only the immediate provinces, (8,900,000), 
La Turquie et ses différents peuples, 11, (Paris, 1857), 44. 
ReJ.C. in La Turguie en 1860, (Paris, 1860), 27-28, maintained 
that his figures were for 1845. After "guaranteeing the authen- 
ticity" of his figures, R.d.C. stated that the quality of the 
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statistical surveys in Turkey had recently made some progress, 
but there still remained room for much improvement. R.J.C's 
figures are quite detailed by eyalets;his total for the immedi- 
ate provinces is 9,982,700. 


a2 Gustav Adolph Kloeden, Handbuch der physischen Geographie, 11, 


(Berlin, 1862), 1162. Kloeden's total for immediate provinces 
was 12,948,888 but his actual figures add upto 12,848,000. 
Aimanaen de Gotha 1861 quoted in R. R. Madden, 523. Almanach 
de Gotha figures are as of 1845, 12,340,000 for immediate pro- 
vinces, 4,100,000 for the tributaries and 16,440,000 for the 
total population in Europe. Théophile Lavellée, Géographie 
universelle de Malte~Brun, iv, (Paris, 1865), 587, stated that 
11,300,000 people lived in the immediate provinces, 5,100,000 
in the tributaries, so that the total population was 16,400,000. 
To explain the higher total of Almanach de Gotha 1861, Madden 
(p.524) suggested that the writer had accounted for tatanoul 
thinking that it was not included in the 1844 census figures. 


13 For criticism of Journal de Constantinople figures see 


"Das osmanische Reich nach seinen statistischen Verlhaeltnissen," 
Die Gegenwart, (Leipzig, 1853), 394-395. 


14 Viquesnel, 42-43. Also see ft. H. Akyol, "Tanzimatta cograf- 
ya ve jeoloji," Tanzimat, 548-549. Akyol's account is a repro- 
duction of Viquesnel's, 


15 The 1839 Rescript was in a way a consequence of such pressure, 
but there is no doubt that the 1856 Imperial Rescript (Hatt—-1 
Hiimayun) was prepared under strong pressure from the British _ 
ambassador and his French and Austrian colleagues. The 1856 
Rescript promised the full equality of all Ottoman subjects 


irrespective of religion. See Lewis, Emergence of Modern Turkey,11l6. 


16 The relationship between the press and the government was not 
as complicated as it is in our times or even as in the last 
quarter of the 19th century. (See The Cambridge Modern Histo 

1x and x, (Cambridge 1969 and 1967),1x: 179-208; x:104-133). 

Some writers exaggerate the importance of the "public opinion" 
in 1840's and 1850's. (See Kingsley Martin, The Triumph of 

Lord Palmerston, A Study of Public Opinion in England before 

the Crimean War, andi ed., London, 1963). A closer study of 
Martin's work in conjunction with V.d. Puryear's International 


Economics and Diplomacy in the Near wast, (California and Berke- 
ley, 19 ), and England, Russia and the Straits Question, 1844- 


1856 , (Berkeley, 1931) would substantiate that on 411 critical 
foreign policy issues it was the government that formulated the 
contents of the press and therefore public opinion. 
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ru Ahmet Vefik Paga was the first editor of the Ottoman Yearbook, 
Salname, the earliest of which dates from 1846, A.Vefik Yaga’. 
later became the Ottoman ambassador to Tabriz and the Chairman 
of the Constitutional Assembly in 1876. 


iS Writers who adopted the figures of the lst ed. of Ubicini's 
Lettres were: "Das osmanische Reich nach seinen statistischen 
Verlhaeltnissen," Die Gegenwart, 394-395. H. v.Boehn, 60. 
"Turkey and East of Europe in relation to England and the West," 


Fraser's Magazine for Town and Country, xLvii, (London, Jan-dune 
1853), 567. Cesar Famin, Histoire de la rivalité et du protec- 
torat des Eglises Chrétiennes en Orient, (Paris, 1853), 102. 
Charles Rolland, La Turquie contemporaine hommes et choses, 


(Paris, 1854), 384. Reden, 79. 

Ubicini's figures in the first edition of the Lettres were: 
Muslims: 3,800,000 (24.5%); Greek Orthodoxes and Armenians: 
11,370,000 (73.4); Catholics; 260,000 (1.6%); Jews: 70,000 
(0.5); Total: 15,500,000 (100.0%). (Part I, 16). 

For A. Vefik Pasats, Boré's and Ubicini's later figures see 
Table X, also see, L. Farley, The Resources of Turkey, 3. 

A. Vefik Pasga's figures are preserved in Ubicini, Lettres, 
part 1, end ed., 26 nl. 


A? Writers who used higher tigures for. Muslims than in the 

end ed. of the Lettres were: Bessé, The urkish Empire, 185. 
Almanach de Gotha, 1861, mentioned in madden, 523. Kloeden, a1, 
1162, R.J.C, La Turguie en 1860, 27. C. Guys, 45. 

Writers who used lower figures for Muslims than in the lst 
ed. of the Lettres were: Iankovitch, Slave du Sude ou le peuple 
Serbe avec les Croates et les Bulgares, (Paris, 1853), 138. 

H. Mathieu, 12, 46. Bed. Dufour, "Etude du movement commercial 
de la Turquie en 1863," Annales du commerce extérieur, No. 20, 
(Paris, August, 1865), 4. 


SO ries Boré/, Almanach de l'Empire Ottoman pour l'année 1850, 


107-108. That this work is Boré's see Viquesnel, 43). Boré's 
totals reveal typographical errors, which are corrected in 
Table X in accordance with the discussion in footnote 5 of this 
chapter. 

Ubicini, Lettres, Part I, end ed, 25, Ubicini's total was 
15,360,000 although he clearly stated that the total population 
was 15,500,000. His figure is corrected in Table X by allocating 
240,000 for "Others" in accordance with J. L. Farley's The Re- 
sources of Turkey, 2-3. 

A. Vefik Paga's figures are mentioned in Ubicini, Lettres, 
part I, end. ed., 26 nl. 


ce Adrian Gilson and Francisque Bouvet, The Czar and the Sultan 


and the Turks in Europe, (London, 1853), 157. F. Bouvet, La 
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Turquie et les cabinets de l'Europe depuis le XV® s. ou la ques- 
tion d'Orient, (Paris, 1853), 116. "Prince" Pitzipios, La ques- 


tion d'OQrient en 1860 ou la grande crise de l'Empire Byzantin, 


(Paris, 1860), 30, 


a2 H. Mathieu, 11, 45. 


23 Albert Montémont, Voyages en Europe, (Paris, 1855), 3. 


a The writers who repeated Ubicinits second ed. figures were 


Louis Enault, Constantinople et la Turquie, (Paris, 1855), 226. 


Destrilhes, Confidence sur la Turquie, (Paris, 1855), (2nd ed.), 
141-142, L. Farley, The Resources of Turkey, 2-3. Heuschling, 57. 


Mr. Christmas mentioned in Madden, 59. 

The remaining seven sets of figures(which are the sources ofcolumn 2 
table XI in addition to Ubicini's 2nd ed. figures) are the fol- 
lowing: 

(a) Ubicini, Lettres, part 1, lst ed., 15. Boehn, 61. 

"The Present State of Turkey," The Calcutta Review, xix, (Cal- 
cutta, Jan.-June, 1853), 406. Reden, 79. 

(b) Iankovitvh, 137. 

(c) A. Besse, 185, 

(d) Reden, 79: a second set of figures provided by the author. 
Heuschling, 58: a second set of figures provided by the author.in 
reference to Reden. 

(e) C. Rolland, 383. 

(f) Théophile Lavallée, Histoire de la Turgquie,afénd. ed., 
Leipzig, 1859), 127, and by the same author, Géographie univer- 


selle,de Malte-Brun, 617. 
(gz) Joanne and Isambert, 313. 


25 


of 


Sources: See Footnote 24, 
Notes: Tartars are included under Turks. Cossacs are inclu- 
ded under "Other Slavs", 
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CHAPTER V 


A M. Ss Anderson, The Eastern Question, 1774-1923, (London, 
1968), 149. 


Anderson, loc. cit. and 153. Danasman » X11, 147-148, 


3 Danigmend, iv, 215-216, Stavrianos, The Balkans since 1453, 257. 


4 M. S. Anderson, 151-152, Danisgman, x11, 102-103 and 146-147. 


5 Danigmend, av, 208-210 and 224-226, and Davison, 235, 


6 Davison, 114-135. Danigmend, av, 231-232. Ga Ss. Arnakis, 
Balkans in Transition, 135~144, 


‘i For provincial administrative reform see Davison, 136-171. 


: Davison, 270-310, for quotations see 282-302, 
9 Davison, 311-357. Danigmend, 251-292, 


: Danigmend harshly criticizes Mithat Pasha, see 296-298, 
Karal, Qsmanli Tarihi, viii, 9-14, defends Mithat against various 
attacks of his opponents. Davison's account of Mithat Pasha 
seems to be the most balanced of all, see pp 358-408, 


= J. He A. Ubicini, La Turquie actuelle, (Paris, 1855), p:XVI. 


s Salaheddin Bey, La Turquie & ltexposition universelle de 


1867, (Paris, 1867), 210-211, and Registrande der geosraphisch- 


statistischen Abtheilung des Grossen Generalstabes, 11, (Berlin, 
1869), 


249. 


13 The trend towards smaller administrative units might be due 
to practical reasons as well as to a reaction against Ali and 
Fuad pashas' work. See Davison, 283. 


14 Istanbul and her suburbs were administered under a special 
status, In the following list the names of the vilayets are 
written in capital letters. The sources of the list are: 
Karal, Osmanli Tarihi, vai1, 337-338 and 341, and E.G. Ravens- 
tein, "Distribution of the Population in the Part of Europe 


Overrun by Turks," The Geographical Magazine, 121, 260-261. 
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15 In chapter II, in discussing the findings of the 1831 census, 
the continental parts of the sancak of Biga were excluded because 
it was possible to do so. 


= Selaheddin Bey, 210-211, Blisée Reclus, Nouvelle géographie 


universelle. La terre et les hommes, I: L' Europe méridionale 
-Gréce, Turquie, Roumanie, Serbie, Italie, Espagne et Portugal-, 


(Paris, 1876), 242. 
Other works of the category are: British Parliamentary Papers: 


H. Barron, "Turkey," Reports by Her Majesty's Secretaries of Em- 


bassy and Legation on the Manufactures, Commerce etc. of the 


Countries in which They Reside,(London, May 1870), 176. 
"Etnografia della Turchia europea," Bollettino della Societa 


Geografica Italiana, viii, (Rome, 1872), 182. 

J» Lewis Farley, Turkey, (London, 1866), 42. Bradshaw's Hand-Book 
to the Turkish Empire, 1, (London, /1872/), 168. Ed. Engelhardt, 
"Division ethnographique de la Turquie d'Europe," Bulletin de la 


Société de géographie, 111, 6th series, (Paris, 1872), 327-328. 
Emile Isambert, Collection des guides-joanne itinéraire descriptif, 
historique et archéologique de l'Orient, 2nd ed. (Paris, 1873),468. 
Ali Suavi, A propos de l'Herzégovine, (Constantinople and Bruxelles, 
1875), 20. L. Asseline, "Les provinces turques," Musée uni- 
versel, Journal illustré des familles, 2nd semester, (Paris, 
Bruxelles, 1876), 195. The Illustrated London News, Lx1x, 

(July to December 1876), 630. /Braun/, "Bosnia and Bulgaria," 
The Edinburgh Review, cxlix, (Edinburgh 1876), 547. 

Karl, Braun-Wiesbaden, Eine tuerkische Reise, 1, (Stuttgart, 
Verlag, 1876), 198. Malcolm MacColl, The Eastern Question: 

Its Facts and Fallacies, (London, 1877), 8. W. Ruestow, Der 

Krieg in der Tuerkei, (Zuerich, 1877), 8. AH. Guernsey, 

"The Eastern Question," The Galaxy. A Magazine of Entertaining 
Reading, xx111, (New York, 1877), 362. Charles Hoch, Le ques-~ 
tion d'Orient, (Paris, 1877), 10. 


ni British Parliamentary Papers, H. Barron, "Turkey", Reports, 
May 1870, 176. H. Barron was the British embassy secretary in 
Istanbul. C. Hoch, 10. Hoch's book was based "on the notes 
of a diplomat", 


18 Sources: See footnote 16, 


Notes: Reclus's figure for "Janina (Epiros and Thessaly)" 
was 718,000 and for "Monastir and Prisrend (Northern Macedonia 
and Northern Albania)" 1,500,000. But in that case his figures 
did not add up to 11,470,000, his actual total as well as the 
number that he clearly stated to be the total population of 
of the Ottoman state in Europe excluding the tributaries. After 
eross~checking with Reclus's other figures for ragial distribu- 
tion and with figures of other works, we corrected Reclus's 
figures for Janina as 1,218,000 and for Monastir and Scodra as 
2,000,000. 
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Gosselin (ed.), La Guerre, (Paris, 1866), 43. 

Die Wehrkraft des osmanischen Reiches und seiner Vasallen- 
Staaten Egypten, Tunis und Tripolis, (Wien, 1871), 7-8. 

Ee Behm and H. Wagner, Die Bevoelkerung der Erde, No. 33 in 
Petermann's "Geographischen Mittheilungen", (Gotha, 1872), 26. 


Gothaisches Genealogisches Taschenbuch nebst Diplomatisch- 


statistischem Jahrbuch, 1873, (Gotha, 1872), 816. 


Eugéne Domergue, Géographie pittoresque des cing parties du 

monde rédigée d'aprés la Géographie de Malte-Brun, 11, (Paris, 
/1874/), 274. Registrande der Geographisch-statistischen Abthei- 
lung des Grossen Generalstabes, ff: (Berlin, 180@), 327249. 

Jen H. Abdolonyme Ubicini and Pavet de Courteille, Etat présent 

de l'Empire ottoman, (Paris, 1876), 19. Jd. Lewis Farley, Turks 
and Christians. A Solution of the Eastern Question, (London, 1876), 
96. Amédée le Faure, Histoire de la guerre d'Orient, i, (Paris, 
1878), 15. "La guerre en Orient," Sairani des sciences mili- 


taires, xv1, 53rd year, 8th series, (Paris, 1878), 440. 


ee Ubicini and Courteille, Btat présent de l'Empire Ottoman,19. 
21 i 

Registrande, 4%, (1867), 327279. 
22 


Sources: See footnote 19 and the text. 

Notes: Ubicini's figures are those of the 1845 census for 
Crete and the Islands, of 1871 for Selonica, of1872 for Bosnia, 
Janina and Scodra, of 1874 for Danube and of 1875 for Adrianople. 


&? Edouard Peschier, L'Empire Ottoman & l'exposition universelle 


de 1867, (Paris, 1868), 15. Gothaischer Genealogischer 
Hofkalender nebst diplomatisch-statistischem Jahrbuch, 1875, 
(Gotha, 1874), 855-856. E. Behm and H. Wagner, Die Bevoelkerung 
der Erde, No. 41 in Petermann's "Geographischen Mittheilungen," 
(Gotha, 1874), 84. "The Population of Turkey," The Athenaeum,No: 
2544, (London, 1876), 152. William Forsyth, The Slavonic Pro- 
vinces South of the Danube, (London, 18760), 152. E.G. Ravens- 
tein, The Geographical Magazine, 112, 260-1. Carte ethnogra- 
phigue de la Turquie, (Paris, 1876), 2. Paul Boutet, "Ta po- 
pulation de la Turquie," T.)"Exploration, 1, (Paris, 1877), 40. 
Friedrich Hellwald, Die Tuerkei im Kampfe mit Russland, (Augs- 
burg, 1877), 15-17. James Baker, Turkey in Europe, (London, 
1877), (3rd. ed.), 505. Illustrated Guide to the War or 
Sultan, Siav, and Czar, (London, /1877/), 8. J. M. Bugbee, 
Russia and Turkey. The Eastern Question, Historically Consi- 
dered, 5th ed., (Boston, 1877), 25. (Captain) Hazier, The 
Russo-Turkish War, (London, /1877/), 5859. luigi Palma, 


"La Costituzione Turca,” Nuova Antologia di scienza, lettere 
ed arti, end series, v, (Firenze, 1877), 295-296. M.-N. Bouillet, 


Atlas universel d'histoire et de géographie, 3rd ed., (Paris, 


Pet eS ah 
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1877), 1072. " Purquie," L'Année militaire, 1, (Paris, 1878), 
370. 
24 


We S. Cooke, 3, and Gothaischer Genealogischer Hofkalender, 
855-856 Ftnts, and especially Behm and Wagner, Die Bevoelkerung 


der Erde, (Gotha, 1874), 31. 


a? Behm and Wagner, Die Bevoelkerung der Erde, (Gotha, 1874), 31. 


26 Behm and Wagner, Die Bevoelkerung der Erde, No 41 in Peter- 


mann's "Geographischen Mittheilungen," (Gotha, 1875), 85. 


26a Especially IL. Palma, “la Costituzione Turca," Nuova Antologia, 
Vy» 295-296. 


ey Sources: Gothaischer Genealogischer Hofkalender, 855-856; 

d. Baker, 505; Behm and Wagner, Die Bevoelkerung der Erde, 
1874p31 and 1875p85; Hazier, 58-59; Carte ethnographique 

de la Turquie, 2; Ravenstein, The Geographical Magazine, 

111, (1876), 260-261; Illustrated Guide to the War or Sultan, 
Slav, and Czar, 8. Also see Palma, Nuova Antologia, v, 
295~296 and the other works mentioned in footnote 23. 


. Ravenstein, The Geographical Magazine, 111, (1876), 260-261 
and the related map. Also see "The Population of Turkey," The 
Athenaeum, No. 2544, p.152, and Illustrated Guide to the War, 8. 


oF Baker, 67 and 505. 


30 E. Ge Ravenstein, "The Population of Russia and Turkey," 


Journal of the Statistical Society of London, xL, (London, 
1877), 433-459. 


31 "Population de la Turquie d'Europe," Journal de la Société 
de Statitique de Paris, 2nd year, No. 2, (Paris, 1869), 54-55. 
Hugo Kutschera, "Zur Statistik der europaeischen Tuerkei," 
Oesterreichische Monatsschrift fuer den Orient, No. ll, 

L5 November 1875, pp:171-172. A. As Cammerer, Handbuch der 
neuesten Erdkunde dem Unterrichte und den Freunden dieser Wis- 
senschaft gewidmet, (Kempten, 1875), 329. Anton Steinhauser, 
Lehr.uch der Geographie, (Prag, 1875), vol 11, 77. 

Wilhelm Kellner, Das tuerkische Reich, (Leipzig, 1876), 13. 
Gustave Guesnu, Guerre en Orient, (Paris, /1876/), 8. 

Framz Crousse, La Péninsule Gréco-Slave, (Bruxelles, 1876),158. 


P. Valle, "La Turchia Europea," Nuova Antologia di scienze, let- 
tere ed arti, 111, end series, (Firenze, 1876), 135-136. 


7A. Synvet/, An Ethnological Map of European Turkey and Greece, 
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(London, /1877/), 27. Carl Sax, Ethnographische Karte der 


europaeischen Tuerkei und ihrer Dependenzen zur Zeit des 
Kriegsausbruches im Jahre,1877, (Wien, 1878), 15-16. 


Carl Sax, "Bevoelkerung der Tuerkei," Oesterreichische Monatsschrift 
fuer den Orient, No 7,(Wien, 15 duly 1877), 115. 
"Turkish Resources (Miscellanea), Journal of the Statistical 


Society, xL, (London, 1877), 634. F. Bianconi, Ethnog- 
raphie et statistique de la Turquie d'Europe et de la Gr&ce, 
(Paris, 1877), 51. Ravenstein, Journal of the Statistical 
Society, xL, (1877), 449. Baron Lermot (Ferdinand Mortel), 

La _ Turquiedémasquée et la réhabilitation de l'Europe, (Paris,1877), 
p.46. Handbook for Travellers in Turkey in Asia in- 


cluding Constantinople, the Bosphorus, plain of Troy, Isles of 
Cyprus, Rhodes, etc., Smyrna, Ephesus, and the Routes to Persia, 
Baghdad and Moosool etc., 4th ed. (London, 1878), 44. 


The Annual Register: A Review of Public Events at Home and Abroad, 
For the year 1877, New Series, (London, 1877), 187. 


Series Kutschera, Oesterreichische Monatsschrift fuer den Orient, 
No. 10, 15 October 1875, pp:156-157, and No. 11, 15 November 1875, 
pp: 171-172. Kutschera did not exactly state which Salnames 

he was using, but Carl Sax mentioned in his Ethnographische Karte 


der europaeischen Tuerkei, 15-16, that Kutschera was using the 
Salnames for the years 1873-1874. We also know from Ubicini and 
Courteille's Etat présent de 1'Empire ottoman, 19, and from 

A. Ritter zur Helle von Samo's Die Voelker des Osmanischen Reiches, 
(Wien, 1877), 32-34, 43-44, that Salnames of the years 1870-1874 
did provide information about the provincial populations. At the 
time of preparing this work the Salnames for the years 1870-74 
were not available to me. So it has not been possible to cross- 
check Kutschera's exact sources. In addition to the Salname-i 
Devlet-i ‘Aliye-yi Osmaniye, ioe., the Yearbook of the Sublime 
Ottoman State, there were Salnames for a number of provinces. 

It is likely that Kutschera got information on population 

out of these provincial Salnames rather than the general salnames, 


33 Ravenstein, Journal of the Statistical Society, xL, (1877), 
433-451. 


33a A. Ritter zur Helle von Samo, see especially pages 22-23, 
26, 32-34, and 43-44, 


34 Von Samo's figures are the following: Province of Istanbul, 
European side: 685,000; Adrianople, 1,304,352; Scutari, 288,000; 
Prisrend, 1,199,154; Danube, 2,016,430; Janina, 710,501; 
Selonica, 1,237,338; Bosnia, 1,242,456; Crete, 210,000; or 

a total of 8,833,431. See Samo, loc. cit., 22-23. Samo's 

total suggests that he would be categorized in the 8.0-9.0 mil- 
lion group, but as his figures on the geographical distribution 
of the population da not match with the figures of the 8s@=9,0. 


147 


writers of the 8.0-9.0 million group, I preferred not to include 
Samo in any group. 


39 This work suffers from the fact that Synvet's works were 
available to us only through quotations in other works. A. Synvet 
was a geography teacher in the Mekteb-i Sultani, or the Imperial 
Lycée of Galata Saray, and the author of a number of important 
works about the ethnological structure of the Ottoman Empire. 


Among his works are Traité de géographie générale de 1' Empire 
ottoman, (Istanbul, 1872); Carte ethnographique de la Turquie 
d'Europe et dénombrement de la population grecque de 1'Empire 
ottoman, (Paris, 1877); An Ethnological Map of European Turkey 
and Greece, with Introductory Remarks on the Distribution of 
Races in the Illyrian Peninsula and Statistical Tables of Popu7 


lation, (Published by Edward Stanford), (London, /1877/), the 


French of this last mentioned work Carte ethnologique de la Tur- 
qQuie d'Europe..., (translated from Edward Stanford's English 


edition), (Paris, 1877); and Les Grecs de 1'Empire ottoman, 
2nd ed., (Istanbul, 1878). 


The Salnames that Synvet used were the provincial (vilayet) 
salnames for the years 1873-1874. (See Synvet's Les Grecs de 
I' Empire ottoman, end. ed., mentioned in C. Sax, Ethnographische 
Karte der europaeischen Tuerkei, 15-16 and in again by Sax, 
"Bevoelkerung der Tuerkei,"” Oesterreichische Monatsschrift fuer 
den Orient, 3rd year, No. 7, p:115, and N. mikhov, I, 320. 


Synvet's figures for the islands and Istanbul are from his 


An Ethnological Map of European Turkey and Greece, 27. 


36 Sources of Table XV: AsAo Cammerer, 329; A. Steinnauser,ii, 
773; W. Kellner, 13; H Kutschera, Oesterreichische Monatsschrift 
fuer den Orient, No:ll1, 171-172; Synvet, An Ethnological Ma 

273; Sax, Bthnographische Karte, 15-16, Hugo Franz Brachelli, 
Die Staaten Europa's in kurzer Statistischer, (Bruenn, 1876), 
gives the same information for thi immediate provinces as W. 
Kellner, 13, does. Also’ see "Turkish Resources", JOTSS, xL, 449. 


Notes on Table xV: Kellner and Brachelli claimed the popula- 
tion of Istanbul to be 210,000. Their figures for the continen~ 
tal provinces,however, and also their totals are exactly the 
same as Cammerer's, Steinhauser's figures are Cammerer's rounded off. 

Ravenstein's figures,and the figures of "Turkish Resources", 
are Kutschera's figures multiplied by two and rounded off except 
for Istanbul, Crete and Bosnia. See the text. 

As evident in Table XV, Kutschera's (and also Cammerer's) 
figure for Janina is about twice the figure provided by Synvet 
or Sax. Both writers have clearly referred to exactly the same 
geographical unit, so the reason for the difference must be so- 
ught elsewhere. Possibly Janina was undercounted in an earlier 
partial census and this was corrected in later official publi- 
cations or records, 
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37 Salaheddin Bey, 210-211, gave one figure for Adrianople and 
Istanbul. Comparing his account with Reclus's (242) we assume 
that he thought of Istanbul as somewhere between 1,500;000 and 
2,000,000 and Adrianople as 1,900,000-2,400,000. 


38 Cf. Ftnote 37. 


39 There was a difference of opinion between writers who all 
based their accounts on essentially Yakshity's research. 


a0 Carte ethnographique de la Turquie, (Paris, 1876), 2. 

Ubicini and Courteille, Etat présent de l'empire ottoman, 19. 
Ravenstein, Journal of the Statistical Societ » xL, (1877), 449. 
Cammerer, 329. Steinhauser, 11, 77. Reclus, 242, 


41 Palma, Nuova Antologia, 2nd series, v, (1877), 295. 


ae Carl Sax, Tuerkei, (Wien, 1873), 13. 


43 Carl Sax, Oesterreichische Monattsschrift fuer den Orient, 
3rd yr, No. 7, (1877), 115. 


44 Carl Sax, "Die Bevoelkerung der Staedte in Thracien und 


speciell Constantinopel's," Mittheilungen der Kaiserlich-Koenig- 
lichen geographischen Gesellschaft, xx, (new series x), (Wien, 


1877), 126-129, 


49 T. M. Lycklama A. Nijeholt, Voyage en Russie,iv, (Paris, 1875), 
671. 
46 


For this definition see A. Ubicini, "L'Empire ottoman, ses 
divisions administrative et sa population," L'Economiste 
frangais, 5th year, 11, No. 30, (Paris, July 1877), 106. 


47 According to the 1831 census the male polutaion of the Aegean 
islands and Biga jointly was 103,850. According to the Salname 
of the year 1877/8 (which shall be discussed in the next chapter) 
the male population of Biga and the same Aegean islands was 
149,782. It can be assumed, therefore, that the annual increase 
of the population of the Aegean islands between 1831 and 1877 
was 0.082 % (Calculated compoundedly). This means that the 
male population of the Aegean islands and Biga at around 1870/71 
was about 142,500. This figure is compatible with Synvet's 


figure, see_An Ethnological Map, 27. 
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ae Salaheddin Bey, 2ll. Ubicini and Courteille, Etat présent 
de _ l'Empire ottoman, 17-18. 


49 Sources: Be Isambert, Collection des Guides-joanne itineraire 
descriptif, historique et archeologique de l'Orient, end ed, 468% 


Behm and wagner, Die Bevoelkerung der Erde, (1872), 26. 


Gothaisches Genealogisches Taschenbuch nebst Diplomatisch-statis- 
tischem Jahrbuch, 1873, 815-816. Registrande der Geographisch- 


statistischen Abtheilung des Grossen Generalstabes, 11, 249. 
Ubicini and Courteille, Etat present de l'Empire ottoman, 18. 
db feriey;—terks-and-thristians;. "La guerre en Orient," 
Journal des sciences militaires, xvi, 53rd yr, 8th series, 440, 
"Population de la Turquie d'Europe," Journal de la société de 
statistique de Paris, 2nd yr, No. 2, (1969), 54-55. 

Cassian, "Noch einmal die Donau als Verkehrstrasse nach dem 
Orient und die Thaetigkeit der Donau-Dampfschillfahrt-Gesell- 
schaft," Oesterreichische Revue, 3rd yr, vii2, (Wien, 1865),178. 
H. F. Brachelli, 24-25, F. Crousse, 154. P, Valle, Nuova 
Antologia, end sr., 111, (1876), 136-136. Ravenstein, Journal 


of the Statistical Society of London, xL, (1877), 433. 
Zur Helle von Samo, 32-33. Gothaischer Geneologischer Hofka- 


lender nebst Diplomatisch-statistischem Jahrbuch 1875, 855-856. 


"The Population of Turkey," The Athenaeum, No. 2544, (1876), 152. 
Ravenstein, The Geographical Magazine, 111, (1876), 259. 
Illustrated Guide to the War, 8. 


490 Danigmend, av, 186-190, 295, 


30 Danigmend, 215-216 and Stavrianos, The Balkans since 1453,257. 


31 Danigman, x11, 146-147. 


a¢ Sources: "Etnografia della Turchia europea," Bollettino della 


Societ&a Geografica Italiana, viii, (Rome, 1872), 182-183. 

- Engelhardt, "Division ethnographique de la Turquie d'Burope, " 
Bulletin de la Société de Géographie, 111, 6th sr., (Paris, 1872), 
327-328. Isambert, Collection des Guides~joanne, end. ed., 469, 
Reclus, 242, Asseline, "Les Provinces turques, " Musée universel, 
Journal illustré des familles, 2nd. semester, (Paris, 1876), 195. 
Hoch, 10. Gosselin, 43. Die Wehrkraft des osmanischen Reiches 


und seiner Vasallen-Staaten Egypten, Tunis und Tripolis, (Wien, 


1871), 7-8. Behm and Wagner, (1872), 27. Domergue, 11, 274. 


Ubicini and Courteille, Etat présent de 1'Empire ottoman, 69. 


Farley, Turks and Christians, 96. "Population de la Turquie 
d'Europe," Journal de la Société de Statistique de Paris, 2nd 
yre, No. 2, (1876), 54-55. Guesnu, 11. The Illustrated London 
News, Lxix, (1876), 630. Crousse, 156-157. Synvet, An Ethno-~ 


150 


logical Map of European Turkey and Greece, 27. Bianconi, 51. 


Gothaischer Genealogischer Hofkalender nebst Diplomitsch-statis- 
tischem Jahrbuch, 1875, 856. Behm and Wagner, (1875), 84. 
"The Population of Turkey," The Athenaeum, No. 2544 (1876), 152. 


Ravenstein, The Geographical Magazine, 111, (1876), 260-261. 
Carte ethnographique de la Turquie, 2. Boutet, L*exploration, 


1, (1877), 40. Baker, 505 Illustrated Guide to the War, 8. 
Bugbee, 25. Hazier, 5%. Palma, Nuova Antologia, and. sr., 
v, (1877), 295. 


33 Kutschera, Oesterreichische Monatsschrift fuer den Orient, 
No. 11, (1875), 171-172. 


34 For works which rely on official informationsee Footnote 57. 


35 For evidence that the European tributaries were practically 
exclusively Christian see Ravenstein, The Geographical Magazine, 
1212, (1876), 261, and "The Population of Turkey," The Athenaeun, 
No. 2544 (1876), 152. According to Ravenstein there were 

1,500 Muslims living in the tributaries (: 1,000 in Romania, 
500,in Serbia and none in Montenegro). According to The Athenaeum, 
there were 1,800 Muslims; 1,300 in Romania, 500 in Servia, none 
in Montenegro. 


36 See Table X of this work for Ubicini's, Ahmet Vefik Pasa's 
and Boré's accounts. For the Journal de Constantinople, 
September 25, 1856, see Ubicini and Courteille, Etat présent 
de 1'Empire ottoman, 19. 


37 The eight sets of figures (sources) on which Table XXI is 
based are preserved in the following works: 

(a) Ravenstein, Journal of the Statistical Society of London, 
xL, (1877), 450-451, and H. Kutschera, Oesterreichische Monats- 
schrift fuer den Orient, No. 11, (1875), 171-172. 

(b) A. Ritter zur Helle von Samo, 32-34. 

(c) L.Palma, Nuova Antologia, 2nd. sr., v, (1877), 295-296b 

(d) Illustrated Guide to the War, 8-9. 

(e) Carte ethnographique de la Turguie, 2. 

(f) Behm and Wagner, Die Bovoelkerung der Frde, (1875), 843 
Hazier, 58-59; Baker, 3rd ed., 505. Cammerer, 329; Kellner, 13; 
Steinhauser, 77. 


(g) Sax, Ethnographische Karte der europaeischen Tuerkei, 15-16; 


Synvet, An Ethnological Map of European Turkey and Greece, 27. 


(h) Ubicini and Courteille, Etat présent de l'Empire ottoman,19 


37a The figures are from Zur Helle von Samo, 32-33, 43-45; 


Ravenstein, The Geographical Magazine, 111, (1876),259-261; 


Illustrated Guide to the War, 8-10; Ravenstein, Journal of the 


Statistical Society of London, xL, (1877), 450-451; 
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Kutschera, Oesterreichische Monatsschrift fuer den Orient,No. 11, 


(1875), 171; and Sax, Ethnographische Karte der Europaeischen, 


Tuerkei, 15-16. 


The MAP is from Ravenstein, The Geographical Magazine, 12:1, 


259-261 facing. The marks on the Map are mine. 


38 Sources: " Etnografia della Turchia europea," Bullettino 
della Societa Geografica Italiana, viii, (1872), 182-183. 
Bradshaw's Handbook to the Turkish Empire, 1, 168, Engelhardt, 
Bulletin de la Société de Géographie, 111, 6th sre, (1872), 327- 
328, Isambert, Collection des Guides-joanne, 2nd. ed., 468, 
Reclus, 238. Asseline, Musée universel, 2nd. semester, (1876), 
195. Braun, "Bosnia and Bulgaria," The Edinburgh Review, cxLix, 
(1876), 547. Braun-Wiesbaden, 1, 198. Ruestow, 8. Guernsey, 
The Galaxy, xx111, (1877), 362. Hoch, 12. Die Wehrkraft des 
osmanischen Reiches, 7-8. Domorgue, 11, 274. Ubicini and 
Courteille, Etat present de 1'Empire ottoman, 69, Farley, Turks 
and Christians, 96. "Population de la Turquie d'Europe," 
Journal de la Société de Statistique de Paris, énd. yr., No. 2, 
(1869), 54-55. The Illustrated London News, Lxiax, (1876), 630. 
Guesnu, 8, Crousse, 80, Valle, Nuova Antologia, end. sr., 
221, (1876), 136. Synvet, An Ethnological Map of European 
Turkey, 27. Bianconi, 38. Ravenstein, Journal of the Statis- 
tical Society of London, xL, (1877), 451. The Annual Register, 
(New series, 1878), 187. Gothaischer Genealogischer Hofkalen- 


der nebst Diplomatisch-statistischem Jahrbuch 1875, 855. 

Behm and Wagner, (1875), 84. "The Population of Turkey," 
The Athenaeum, No. 2544, (1876), 152. Ravenstein, The Geogra~- 
phical Magazine, 111, (1876), 260. Carte ethnographique de 
la Turquie, 2-3. Boutet, L'Exploration, 1, (1877), 40. 

Baker, 505. Illustrated Guide to the War, 8, Bugbee, 25. 
Hazier, 59. Palma, Nuova Antologia, 2nd. series, v, (1877), 
296, 


39 Same as 58, 
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CHAPTER VI 


: Salname 1294, 32nd time, /istanbul, 1294/, /1877/, 325-512; 
and Salname 1295, 33rd time, /Istanbul, 1295/, /1878/, 322-434. 


Pe 


. Karal, ilk Niifus Sayimi, 10, 


3 A. Ubicini, "L'Empire ottoman, ses divisions administratives 
et sa population," L'Economiste frangais, 5th year, II, No. 30, 
(Paris, July 28, 1877), 106-109, 

Also see P/aul/ Boutet, "L'Empire ottoman," L'Exploration, II 
(Paris, 1877), 159-162, and the ananymous article "Die Bevoel- 
kerung der Tuerkei," Oesterreichische Monatsschrift fuer den 
Orient, 3rd year, No. 4, (Wien, April 15, 1877), 62. Both of 
these accounts share Ubicini's views as well as his numbers. 
Ubicini's numbers are directly based on the 1877 Salname figures, 
but it seems that he miscopied the numbers in a few places, such 
as for the populations of the sancaks of Rustchuk, Vidin, Novi- 
bazar, Gatchko and Lesbos, 


& For the 1864-1877 period the most pessimistic account is Sax's 
Ethnographische Karte der europaeischen Tuerkei, 16. Sax's fi- 
gures are based on the provincial Salname for the year 1873. 

It would be interesting to compare Sax's figures with those of 
Kutschera, who relies on the 1874-75 provincial Salnames, (Oester- 
reichische Monatsschrift fuer den Orient, No. 11, p.171), and 

the 1877 and 1878 Salnames. Originally, all numbers in all four 
accounts mentioned above are for male population only, but in 

the following chart these numbers are doubled to compensate for 
the female population. 


1877 saln. 


Janina 158,760 373,996 205,026 218,450 
| Trikala 175,556 359,484 50,000 Li9,400 
Argyrikastro i 163,350 282, 308 24,000 188,734 
| vrevesa 69,170 138, 340 52,000 141,140 


Berat | 137,¢0b 282,572 44,000 68, 380 | 


| Vilayet of Janina | “104,042 11,436,700 | 375,026 | 730,104 


3 Kutschera, loc. cit., l/l. For other official information see 
Sax, Ethnographische Karte, lo; Ravenstein, Journal of the Sta- 


tistical Society of London, XL, (1877), 450-451; Ravenstein, 


The Geographical Magazine, III, (1876), 260-261, and The Illus- 
trated Guide, 10. 


For the territory of the Bitolia sancak before 1878 see 1877 


Lo3 


Salname, p.445, after 1878 see 1878 Salname. For the population 
of the sancak in 1880 within its reduced boundaries also see 
British Parliamentary Papers, Turkey, No 15/1880/, Part I, 
Correspondence Respecting the New Law for the European Provinces 


of Turkey, (London, 1880), 21. 


: Ubicini, L'fconomiste fran ais, 5th year, II, No. 30, (1877),106-109, 


q Annual % increase rates are calculated compoundedly. 


e J.» Debalak, Das OsmanischeReich und die Balkan Staaten nach 
dem Berliner Congresse,(Wien, 1882), 4, and Vedat Eldem, Osmanlz 


Imparatorlugu'nun Iktisadi Sartlari hakkinda bir Tetkik, (/is- 


tanbul/, 1970), 14. 


2 Kutschera, loc. cit., 171. Kutschera's figures are as follows: 
Sarejevo 127,828 


Svornik 248, 362 
Travnik 175,116 
Novibazar 167,966 
Bania-luka 179,726 
Bihach 169,602 


Vilayet of Bosnia:1,068,600 


» Of Herzegovine: 163,858 
1,232,458 


e For the diplomatic side of the crisis see M. S. Anderson,178- 
219; for the details of the wars see Oztuna, XII, 92-132, and 
Danigman, XITI, 22-120. For the San Stefano terms see W. Miller, 


The Ottoman Empire and its Successors, 1801-1927, (Arevised and 


enlarged third edition of The Ottoman Empire, 1801-1913), (London, 
1966 impression), 382-387. 


ut Miller, 392; Table XXI, and A. Ubicini, "La Dobrodja et la 
delta du Danube," Revue de Géographie, 2nd. yr., IV, (Paris, 
Jan.-June 1879), 245, and Debalak, 4. 


ae In the Ottoman yearbooks between 1296-1326 /1879-1908/ Bosnia 
appears as a distinguished province (eyalet-i miimtaz ), but the 
same books indicate that there was only one Ottoman official in 
Bosnia. Sée,for example, the Salname for the year 1319 /1901/, 
(Dar ul-Hilafet ul-'Aliye /= Istanbul/, 1317), 770. By all means 
the Austrians were the true masters of Bosnia in this period; 
historians agree that the Austro-Turkish declaration,on that “the 
occupation was provisional and did not affect the ultimate sove- 
reignty of the Sultan," was a meaningless and face-saving state- 
ment. (Anderson, 212, and Miller, 390). 
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i "Other sources" are Miller, 390-391, Debalak, 4, and Eldem, 14. 
According to Debalak Austria-Hungary got 51,917 sq.kms. and 1,158, 
000 people in Bosnia and Herzegovine jointly, while 3,017 sq.kms. 
in Herzegovine populated by 54,000 people went to Montenegro. 
Novibazar sancak of Bosnia remained as an Ottoman territory. 
According to Eldem 41,908 sq.kms of Bosnia and 994,000 of her 
population, and 9,119 sq.kms. of Herzegovine and 164,000 people 
there went to Austria-Hungary. 

The 1877 Salname indicates that there lived 2,267,466 people 
in Herzegovine and Bosnia vilayets jointly. As 59,500 of Herze- 
govines population went to Montenegro, and as the Ottomans kept 
the Novibazar sancak (267,776), and the rest of Bosnia and the 
rest of Herzegovine went to Austria, then Austria's gain was a 
population of 1,944,990 people. 


4 Miller, 391. 


15 For the Berlin treaty see Miller, 391. For the area measures 
and population see Debalak, 4, Eldem's (p.15) figures, on the 
basis of a census of 1884,are 213,000 people and 10,914 sq.kms. 
The total population of the sancak of Nisch was 426,360 accor- 
ding to the 1877 Salname. 


16 Miller, 391-392, and Debalak, 4, and Eldem,15. 


i Miller, 39¢, and 409, and Debalak, 4, Eldem's figures are 
13,395 sq.kms. and 295,000 people, (p. 15). 


18 
Miller, 389-390. 


49 A. Ubicini, "Le principauté de Bulgarie," Revue de géographie, 
3rd. yre, V, (Paris, July-December 1879), 88. We deduced from 
the figure given by Ubicini 20,000 for the part of the Silistria 
district of Rustchuk sancak, which went to Romania. Ubicini 
mentions other population estimates, too, which are close to 

the figure above. 

Eldem (p.15) gives 2,008,000 for the population and 6¢,777 
sq.kms. for the area. Debalak's same figures are 1,859,000 and 
63,637 sq.kms. 
ae Miller, 389. 


se Ubicini, "La Roumélie orientale depuis le traité de Berlin," 
Revue de Géographie, 3rd. yr., VI, (Paris, Jan.-June 1880), 102 nil. 
Ubicini mentions other population estimates too, which are close 

to the figure indicated above. 
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Be The Map is from Miller, facing p. 398. 


<3 Ubicini, L'Economiste frangais, 5th year, II, (1877), 108. 


CHAPTER VII : 


7 M.S. Anderson, 230-233, and Danisgmend, IV, 328. 

Anderson maintains that at one point the Ottoman state declared 
illegal Ferdinand's rule of Bulgaria, but this must not be any- 
thing more than a gesture as the Ottoman yearbooks clearly in- 
dicate Ferdinand as the Prince of Bulgaria and the governor of 
Eastern Rumelia. See,for example, Salname 1319, pp 770-771. 

It must also be mentioned that the autonomy of Bulgaria was 
less artificial when compared to the situation of Bosnia under 
the Austrian rule. Bosnia no longer had any effective relation- 
ship with the Ottoman state except that on paper it appeared to 
be an Ottoman vilayet administered by the Austrians. On the 
other hand, Bulgaria still had close commercial ties to the 
Empire (especially the woolen exports) which forced the Prince- 
dom to be careful in her relationships with the Ottoman state. 
For the commercial relationship between Bulgaria and Ottoman 
Empire see N. Todorov, "19, yiizyilin ilk yarisinda Bulgaristan 
esnaf teskilatinda bazi karakter deZisgmeleri," tstanbul Univer- 
sitesi [ktisat Fakiiltesi Mecmuasi, XXVII, nos. 1-2, pp: 1-35; 
and again by the same author, "The Balkan Town in the second 
half of the 19th Century," Etudes balganiques, II, 5th Ye, 
Sofia, 1969, pp: 31-50. According to the Salname of 1319 (1901) 
there were 13 major Ottoman officials in Bulgaria, and four of 
them were in charge of commercial affairs (pp: 770-771). 


Danigmend, IV, 328; Karal, Osmanli Tarihi, vaii, 109. 


3 Tahsin Paga, Abdiilhamit ve Yildaz Hatiralari, (istanbul, 
1931), 152, 248, 268-9. 


4 Karal, Osmanlz Tarihi, viii, 119-1223; M.A. Anderson, 222, 
More on Abdulhamit's Islamic policy in B. Lewis, 342-343. 


9 Danismend, iv, 336-341 
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6 M. S. Anderson, 268-273; Danigmend, iv, 344-347. 


7 Tahir Alangu, Omer Seyfettin, (Istanbul, 1968), 115-126. 


: Danismend, iv, 288; Tahsin Pasa, 184, 


3 This discussion of the political events between 1908-1914 is 
based on Danismend, iv, 356-366, 382, 386-395, 401-402, and 
406-407, and M.S. Anderson, 276-277, 280-281, and 288-309. 


uy Although referred to as "tributary™: in accordance with the 
term "Eyalat-1 Miimtaze" (favored provinces) used in the Salnames, 
Bosnia was really under Austria-Hungarian rule by all standards 
and Ottoman suzeraignty over it was only nominal. The situation 
was not much different in the case of the Bulgarian Princedom 

and even Eastern Rumelia. (However Cf. footnote 1 of this chapter 
and footnote 12 of chapter VI). The island of Samos is referred 
to, in the Salnames, as the Princedom of Samos (Sisam Emareti) 
under the caption eyalat-1 miimtaze. Yet, Samos's administration 
was not similar to that of Bulgaria; it did not have a hereditary 
prince as governor or ruler. Its governor was a Christian efendi 
chosen by a council. In 1900, for example, the governor of Samos 
was a Mikhaili Efendi. (Salname, 1319 /1901/, p:770). 


11 pidem, 58. 


ue To be sure, Ottoman government did not recognize the fait a 
compli of Cretian council about joining Greece until the London 
treaty of 1913. 


13 General~province names are in capital letters, the province 
(sancak) names are in small letters, and the first sancak men- 
tioned under every general-province is the administrative cen- 
ter. European and modern equivalents for Turkish place names 
are from C. Mostras, Dictionnaire géographique de l'empire ot- 
toman, (St. Petersburg, 1873), and John Bartholomew and Son 
Ltd.'s map of Eastern turope, (Edinburgh, 1968). 

The boundaries of the vilayets changed several times during 
this period; the major changes will be indicated in the succe- 
eding footnotes. 


au Later in the period Dedeagag (Dedeagatch) was made the san- 
cak center in place of Demetoka. 


15 Barly in the period Ilbasan was a kaza (sub-province or district) 
of the Debre sancak, and Prisrend was a sancak of Monastir vi- 
layet. Later on Prisrend was joined to Kossova and Ilbasan was 
made a sancak. 
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16 Early in the period Novibazar was a sancak in its own right, 
later on it was made a kaza of the Uskiip sancak. Towards the 
end of the period a new sancak called Senice was created which 
included the former sancak of Nevibazar. As already mentioned 
in the previous footnote Prisrend was joined to Kossova later 
in the period. The kaza of Képriilti, too, was joined to Scoplia 
of Kossova, having been separated from Salonica, later in the 
period. 


17 Leskovik was made a kaza later on. 


ze At the beginning of the period Sehremaneti included the Izmit 
and Biga sancaks as well as Gatalca. At the end of the period 
it was confined to Istanbul, Usktidar, and Beyoglu, and fzmit 

and Gatalca were made sancaks of special status, 


19 Statesman's Yearbook, 1921 ed., quoted by Elliot G. Mears, 


Modern Turkey, (New York, 1924), 580. 


av Eldem, 49-65. Vedat Eldem was one of the important officials 
of the Statistics Department in the early days of the Turkish 
Republic, so he did have access to many rare documents on the 
issue. 


7 Devlet-i Aliye-yi Osmaniye'nin 1313 senesine Mahsus Istatis- 


tik-i Umumisi, Ministry of Commerce and Construction, (Istanbul, 
1316 /1898/). Eldem says that these statistics were for the 
year 1897, but the hijrah year 1313 is 1895 of the Gregorian 
calendar. Maybe Eldem had in his mind the publication date of 
the book, but even then 1897 is not correct because 1316 corres- 
ponds to 1898. So throughout the following pages of this paper 
1895, instead of Eldem's 1897, is used when speaking of the 1313 
statistics. 


€ Among the other official sources that Eldem uses are 1329/30 


senesine mahsus Maarif-i Umumiye Ihsaiyat Mecmuasi, (Comprehen- 


sive Education Statistics Compilation for the year 1911/12), 
Ministry of Education, (Istanbul, 1336 /1918/); ihsaiyat-1 
Maliye, 1326 (Financial Statistics, 1908), Ministry of Finance; 


and Maliye Nezareti Aylik Biilteni, 1327 (Monthly /sic!/ Bulletin 


of Finance Ministry, 1909), (istanbul, 1332 /1914/). 


eo Eldem does not mention his sources for this information but 
he says that he has consulted several works. One of them seems 
to be Annuaire statistique de la France. The nature of tildem's 
figures suggest that he used official sources as well. 
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a Column 1112 and column iv of Table aXVIII are both out of the 
Comprenensive Statistics; the latter is the readjusted set of 
figures. The difference between the totals for all vilayets 
(except Istanbul) of these two columns is 903,000. I figured 
out in what ratios this difference was distributed among various 
vilayets. Column 1 figures and the totai tor vilayets except 
Istanbul of coulmm 11 are aiso from the Comprehensive Statistics. 
The difference between the vilayet totals of columns 1 and 11 

is 800,000. I distributed this difference among the same 
vilayets and in the same ratios as 903,000 was distributed, and 
thus reached a set ot readjusted figures for 1854 as well. 


25 Eldem's figures for the European section or Istanbul and 
Gatalca (34,000 sq. kms) in 1910/11 and 1913 are 755,000 and 
787,000 respectively. The population of the city of Istanbul 

(300 sq.kms.) in 1895 was 903,000, its environs! (3,600 sq.kms) 
88,000, and Gatalca'ts 69,000. Comparing the 1895 and 1901 fi- 
gures indicates that Sehremaneti vilayet's total population 
annually increased by a ratio of 0.001. According to the 1884 
census results population of Istanbul city was 874,000, while 

the total population of © Sehremaneti was 895,000. Obviously 
these numbers are underestimated, as 21,000 is too little a po- 
pulation for Gatalca and Istanbul's environs jointly. Therefore 
in Table XXVIII, under the readjusted figures for 1884 (Column 11), 
the figure 1,048,000 is preferred for the population of Sehre- 
maneti. This number is calculated by assuming that Sehremaneti 
population increased 0.001 annually between 1884-1895, at approxi- 
mately the same rate as between 1895-1901. 


ne For the area of Kossova Eldem provides two different numbers 

in separate places: 32,400 and 32,800 sq.kms. As the difference 

is not large, in Table XXVIII 32,800 is adopted arbitrarily. 
Crete was not included in the 1884 census. It was individually 

ennumerated in 1887 when its population was 294,000. Between 

1887 and 1895, Crete's population increased by an annual ratio 

of 0.006. On the basis of that rate, Crete's population is cal- 

culated for 1884 as 288,000. Between 1895 and 1901, as well 

as 1887-1901, Crete's population increased by an annual ratio 

of 0,007. If we had used 0,007 in calculating the population 

of Crete in 1884, we would have reached 287,900. 


7 Source: Eldem, 57-58. Eldem also provides detailed figures 
on the distribution of former vilayets among various Balkan 
states, but these figures do not coincide directly with the sums 
for Ottoman administrative divisions before 1913. 

Notes:. To pursuade the Bulgars enter the First World War on 
the side of the Central powers, the Union and Progress govern~ 
ment ceded Demetoka to Bulgaria in 1915. (Danigmend, iv, 429). 

The European sections of the city of istanbul plus Qatalca 
alone, would be 3,400 sqkms, with a population of 787,000. 
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a 1921 edition of the Statesman's Yearbook, quoted in Mears, 580, 
Also see Philippson, Das Tuerkische Reich, (Weimar, 1915), 79. 


The differences between area measures of Table XXX and Table 
XXIX suggest that the definitions of territories vary slightly 
from one source to another. We definitely know that Table XXIX 
excludes Demetoka (2,600 sq.kms and 29,000 population), while 
Table XXX includes it. This reduces the difference between the 
totals of the two tables to 1,000 sq.kms and 227,000 papulation. 
This difference can be due to the situation of tzmit. Parts of 
Izmit were considered among Istanbul's environs before 1909, 
while in 1914 Izmit was administratively an Asian sancak of 
special status, 


29 pldem, 53-56. 


30 Compare Tables XXXI and XXXII to Eldem's tables on p. 55. 

In Eldem's table for the racial partition of the population the 
column totals do not match the addition of the indicated numbers. 
In the same place the number of Serbs in Rumelia is indicated 

as 761,000, and there is no mention of the Bulgars. If the figure 
for Serbs included the Bulgars too, then it is too small a num- 
ber. In fact, tha actual total of the colum is 638,000 short 
of the total population for Rymelia. In Table XXXII 638,000 is 
added to the Serbs to reach 1,399,000 for Serbs and Bulgars 
jointly. Again in the same place the number of Turks living 

in Istanbul seems to be overestimated because the total popula- 
tion of Istanbul is 7,000 more than the actual total of the 
column. Moreover, according to religious partition estimations 
there were 12,000 Bulgars in istanbul, but in racial partition 
figures there is no mention of them. Hence, in Table XXXII, the 
number of Turks is decreased by 19,000. There is one more du- 
bious point in Eldem's figures. The number of the Jews of Ru- 
melia in the religious partition table is indicated to be 74,000 
while the number of the Jews of Rumelia in the recial distribu- 
tion table is indicated to be 88,000. No explanation could be 
found for the difference, so the same numbers are reproduced in 
Tables XXXI and XXXII. 
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CONCLUSION 


t This column is derived out of Table XXXII, by applying the 
percentages of Table XXXII to the figures of column 111 of Table 
XXVIII. In 1895, the total population of the Ottoman Empire 

in Europe, excluding Crete, was 6,337,000, but the racial and 
religious distribution of the population was measured only for 
5,434,000 people (see Table XXXII) . We presumed that the per- 
centages based on this latter sum would represent the actual 
distribution of the former sum as well. 


a In other words, if one assumes that the population of Greece 
increased by the same ratio (68.0%) and that the Ottoman Empire 
in Europe was the same size as in the 1820's, Ottoman population 
in Europe in the 1840's would be 17,180,000. 


3 The Greeks of the Kingdom of Greece are included in this 

ratio, assuming that the population of Greece was 1,680,000 

in the 1840's (Cf. previous footnote), and that it was composed 
entirely of Greek-speaking people. In other words, it is assumed 
that the number of Greeks in the Ottoman Empire with its 1820 
boundaries decreased 9.4 @ from 2,960,000 to 2,680,000, 


: H. Inalcik, Tanzimat ve Bulgar Meselesi, (Ankara, 1943), 17. 
3 L. Stavrianos, The Balkans Since 1453, 420. 


If one once more assumes that the population of Greece increased 
by the same ratio in the same period (and became 1,850,000), and 
that Greece had never separated from the Ottoman Empire, Ottoman 
population in Europe in the 1870's would be 17,910,000. This 
discussion on tracing the Ottoman population in its 1820 boun- 
daries, through the 19th century can be continued upto the 1820's, 
but such a discussion is bound to be increasingly more theore- 
tical as the Ottomans retreated more and more from their 1820 
boundaries through the years. Nevertheless, let us go along 
with the challange and argue: In 1878 the immediate European 
provinces of the Ottoman Empire had a population of 11,404,000. 
With the exception of the island of Samos, we do not know how 
much the population of the tributaries increased between 1870 
and 1878. (Samos's population increased from 25,000 to 34,000). 
The reason for this shortage of information is that Serbia, Mon- 
tenegro and Romania, which were tributaries before 1878, became 
full states after that date and fell outside the realm of this 
study. For the sake of argument, however, if one could assume 
here that Serbia, Montenegro and Romania were still parts of 
the Ottoman Empire, and that their population increased by the 
same ratio (12.4%) as of the remaining Ottoman territories, then 
that would mean that the population of Serbia, Montenegro and 
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Romania in 1878 would be 1,438,000; 146,000,and 5,030,000 res- 
pectively. If the same assumptions were made in the case of 
Greece, too, then the total Ottoman population in Europe would 
have been 20,131,000. 


The picture gets even the more complicated when one attempts 

to trace the Ottoman population in Europe into the 1890's as 

if the boundaries of the Empire were exactly the same as in 

the 1820's. In 1878 the Ottomans lost territories to Romania, 
Austria-Hungary, Serbia, Montenegro and Greece, with populations 
of 195,000; 1,945,000; 367,000; 122,000 and 350,000 respectively. 
Im addition to these losses parts of the Ottoman Empire assumed 
tributary status, namely Eastern Rumelia and Bulgaria, which 

had populations of 614,000 and 1,875,000 respectively. In the 
same year the population of one old tributary, namely Samos, 

was 34,000. Hence by the end of 1878 the immediate Ottoman 
provinces in Europe had a population of only 5,556,000. On 

the same territories there lived 6,646,000 people in the 1890's; 
that means a 19.6 population increase between 1878 and 1890's. 
Now, if one can assume that the population of all those countries 
which once were part of the Ottoman Empire increased by the same 
ratio, then the Ottoman Empire in Europe in 1890's but within 
its 1820 boundaries would have been 24,000,000. 


One possible deduction from this theoretical discussion is that 
the population of those areas which comprised the Ottoman Empire 
in the 1820's increased in population by 135 4 in 70 years, bet- 
ween the 1820's and the 1890's. That means the population in- 
creased 1.2% annually. It may be interesting to compare this 
rate to the population growth rate of the world at different 
times: 


0.3 - 0.4 &@ between 1650-1750 
0.4- 0.6% , 1750-1850 
0.7%  , 1850-1900 


and about 1.0 % 7 1900-1950. 


(See Co. M. Cipolla, The Economic History of World Population, 4th ed., 
Baltimore, 1967, pp: 101-103). 


Comparis..on of the finding of the theoretical discussion above 
(that Ottoman population increased by 1.2 % annually) with 
Cipolla's finding (that world population increased 0.7 @ an- 
nually in the 19th century) suggests that the results of the 
1844 Ottoman population census were indeed overestimated. (Cf. 
Chapter IV, p. 46 of this work). 


7 The population of the tributaries are included in these rates, 
assuming that out of Romania's 4,475,000, 475,000 were Turks 
and the rest Romanians; out of the 1,280,000 of Serbia, 10,000 
were Turks and others, and the rest Slavs other than Bulgars. 
All of Montenegro's population (130,000) is assumed to be Slavic 
(non-Bulgar) and all of Samos's population (25,000) Greeks. The 
rate for the Greeks includes the population of the Kingdom of 
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Greece as well, assuming that it increased 10.1 %, like the to- 
tal Ottoman population, to become 1,850,000. In other words 
it is assumed that the Greeks increased 15.4 % from 2,680,000 


to 3,093,000. 


. This column is derived out of Table XXXI, by applying the 
percentages of Table XXXI to the figures of column 111 of Table 
XXVIII. (Cf. footnote 1 of this chapter). 


9 Omer Seyfettin's memoirs and stories quoted and commented 
upon in Tahir Alangu, 115-126. 
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APPENDIX I 


OLTOMAN MALE POPULATION IN EUROPE 
ACCORDING TO THE 1877 AND 1878 SALNAMES 


The following numbers are reproduced from the 1877 and 1878 


Ottoman Yearbooks. (Salname 1294, 3éend. time, /Istanbul, 1294/, 
pp: 325-512, and Salname 1295, 33rd time, /istanbul, 1295/, pp: 
322-434). The vilayet (general-province) names are in capital 
letters, and the sancak (province) names are in small letters. 
The second cohum repeats the total male population of each vi- 
layet. If the actual total of the sancak populations differs 
from the vilayet total indicated in the Salnames, in the second 
column the actual total is given in red ink, 


A =- ACCORDING TO THE 1877 SALNAME 


VILAYETs and Sancaks opulation 


Edirne (Adrianople) 190,585 


Tekfurda#1 (Rodosto) 49,751 
Gelibolu (Gallipoli) 58,561 
Filibe (Philippopolis) 266,088 
Islimiye (Slivno) 87,691 
EDIRNE 652,676 652,676 
Ruscuk (Rustchuk) 309,797 
Varna 85,805 
Vidin 178,823 
Tulcea (Tultcha) 87,455 
Tirnova (Turnov) 245,894 
TUNA (DANUBE) 907,774 907,774 
Sofya (Sofia) 127,000 
Nis (Nissia) 213,180 
SOPYA 340,180 340,180 
Selanik (Selonica) 177,761 
Siroz (Seres) 151,612 
Drama 63,656 
SELANLK 393,029 393,029 
Hersek (Mostar) 100,616 
Gagko (Gatzko) 19,549 


HERSEK (HERZEGOVINE) 193,248 120, 165 
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Continuation of (A) - (1877) 


ee 
VILAYETe and ‘Sancaka Male. population 


I Il 
Saraybosnacigi (Sarejevo) 167,776 
Tazvornik (Svornik) 262, 352 
Banaluka (Bania-Luka ) 132,128 
Behaka (Bihach) 134,800 
Travnik 185,024 
Yenipazar (Novibazar) 131,488 
BOSNA 1,023,568 ‘(1,013,568 
Manastir (Monastir) 74,135 
Perzerin (Prisrend) 175,265 
Uskiip (Scoplia) 112,550 
Debre 177,104 
MANASTIR 699,416 539,054 
Yanya (Janina) 102,513 
Tirhala (Trikala) 25,000 
Ergeri (Argyrikastro) 12,000 
Preveze (Prevesa) 26,000 
Berat 22,000 
YANYA 141,000 87,513 
iskodra (Scodra) 135,000 
iSKODRA 135,000 135,000 
Biga 64,410 
Midilli (Lesbos) 32,207 
Sakiz (Chios) 18,599 
Rodos (Rhodes) 14,010 
Kibris (Cyprus) 28,700 
Istanksy (Cos) 20,456 
CEZAYIR-t BAHR-I SEFTD — 178,482 178,382 
(Mediterrenean Islands) 
Hanya (Khania) 53,598 
Kandiye (Candia) 86,814 
Resmo (Retimo) 39,529 
Isfakiye (Sphakia) 23,946 
Lasid (Lachid) 28,954 
GIRID (CRETE) 232,841 232,841 


TOLAL OF OTTOMAN EMPIRE IN 
wUROPE (with Cyprus) (1877) 4,897,214 4,700, 182 


B - ACCORDING TO THE 1879 SALNAME 


Edirmme (Adrianople) 

FPilibe (Philippopolis) 

tslimye (Slivno) 

Sofya (Sofia) 

Gelibolu (Gallipoli) 

ekfurdaZi (Rodosto) 
EDIRNE 


Ruscuk (Rustchuk) 
Varna 
Vidin 
Tulcea (Toultcha) 
Tirnova (Turnov) 
TUNA (DANUBE) 


Selanik (Selonica) 
Siroz ((Seres) 
Drama 


SELANLK 


Piristine (Prischtina) 
Perzerin (Prisrend) 
Usktip (Scoplia) 
Yenipazar (Novibazar) 
Nis (Nissia) 
Seherkdy 
Debre (Divra) 

KOSOVA (KOSSOVA) 


tzvornik (Svornik) 
Banaluka (Bania-Luka) 
Bihaka (Bihach) 
Travnik 

Hersek (Herzegovine) 
BOSNA (BOSNIA) 


VILAYETS and Sancaks 


49,751 
865,856 __ 


245,894 
988,774. /,Jol, 774 


Manastiar (Monastir or Bitolia)183,585 
ob 249 


187,145 
7455929 


Saraybosnacifi (Sarjevo) 


189,524 
943,128 


Male population 


179,767 
266,088 
87,691 
213,180 
09,379 


865,856 


TOO LOT 
85,805 
178,823 
87,455 


166,711 
147, 322 
53,661 


$21, 2119 


62,890 
117,071 
104,123 
131,488 
143,814 

93,241 


$39,772 


127,776 
145,652 sic. 
145,052 sic. 
112,128 
193,248 


G13, 980 
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Continuation ot (B) - (1878) 


VILAYETs and Sancaks 


Yanya (Janina) 109,225 
Tirhala (Tirkala) 59,700 


Male Population 


Ergeri (Argyrikastro) 94,307 
Preveze (Prevesa) 70,570 
Berat 34,190 
YANYA (J ANINA) 368, 052 368,052 


Iskodra (Scodra) 122,189 
ISKODRA 122,189 122,189 


Hanya (Khania) 46,313 
Kandiye (Candia) 86,814 


Resmo (Retimo) 39,529 
tsfakiye (Sphakia) 23,462 
Lasit (Lachid) 28,505 
GtrtD (CRETE) 224,623 * 224, 623 
Rodos (Rhodes) 65,487 
Midilli (Lesbos) 44,612 
Kibris (Cyprus) 21,700 
Sakiz (Chios) 19,682 
Istankoy (Cos) 23.156 
CEZAYIR-I BAHR-f SEFID | 251,654 (15,237 


(Mediterrenean islands) 


TOTAL OF OTTOMAN EMPIRE IN 


| EUROPE (with Cyprus) (1878) 5,061,454 5,392,462 


al A total is not provided in the 1878 Salname for 
the Vilayet of Crete. 
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APPENDIX II 


RELIGIOUS COMPOSITION OF THE OTTOMAN 
POPULATION IN THE 19th CENTURY 
(Population figures in 1000's) 


| RUMELIA amd ISTANBUY and IST4 ASIA TOTAL 
YEARS total Eases of total % of 

population} Muslims Jpopulation | Muslims f 
1820's 


1840's 


1870's 


1890's 


10,200 rae 11,100 | 80-90 


15,500 


asi [oa 


SOURCES : For Europe: Table XXXIV. 


NOTE ; 


For Asia: Charles Issawi, "The Ottoman Empire in 
the European Economy, 1600-1914, Some Observations and 
Many Questions," unpublished paper presented to the 
Conference at the University of Wisconsin, Madison, May 1971. 


G. Hassel, Genealogisch-statistischer 
Almanach fuer das Jahr 1824, (Weimar, 1824). 


Jd. G. A. Galleti, Allgemeine Weltkunde, 
oder geographisch-statistisch-historische Uebersichts- 


blaetter aller Laender, (Leipzig, 1807). 

A. Ubicini and Pavet de Courteille, Etat 
présent de l'Empire ottoman, (Paris, 1876), 18. 

V. Eldem, Osmania imparatorlugu'nun Ik- 
tisadi Sartlar2 hakkinda bir Tetkik, (nepe, 1970), 52-55. 


E. D. Akarli, "Abdulhamit II (1876-1909 ) 
and the Arabs," unpublished paper, Princeton University, 
December 1971, 


The African provinces are excluded in the table above. 
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